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The purpose of this study was to evaluate the ethical perspectives and observations of those 
charged with supervising youth livestock projects in the state of Georgia. Identifying the ethical 
leadership style of the agriculture/4-H agents and agriculture educators/young farmer advisors, 
allowed for a closer look at the ethical styles within those who are supervising youth livestock 
projects.  Overwhelmingly, the respondents indicated that they relate most closely with a Duty 
ethical leadership style, suggesting the respondents will do what is required of them to fulfill the 
responsibilities of their occupation. Furthermore, observations of practices involved in youth 
livestock projects were recorded to determine the frequency at which they observe these 
unethical practices. Similar to previous studies, the data revealed that adult involvement and 
issues involving adults was most frequently observed.  This trend has continued through the 
course of three studies spanning back to 2001.  Lastly, this study looked into the relationship 
between the groups on the observations within the construct of animal welfare, animal 
preparation, fraudulent practices, deceptive show practices and inappropriate youth and adult 
behavior by the agents, educators, and advisors once. This study lays the ground work for future 
policy, curriculum and training for those involved in youth livestock projects pertaining to the 
ethical nature and practices in youth livestock projects. 
 Keywords: livestock shows, 4-H youth livestock shows, FFA livestock supervised 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
Youth livestock exhibition is an integral part of youth agriculture organizations, primarily 
the National FFA Organization and 4-H.  These projects are designed to create a wealth of 
knowledge for students, while equipping them with a skill set that will beneficial for the rest of 
their life no matter the path they choose.  For those with the desire to continue in animal 
agriculture the techniques learned from livestock projects gives them the opportunity to become 
hands on in the daily care and husbandry required to sufficiently maintain the animal to the point 
that it reaches its intended purpose.  Students who choose to do this without the intentions of 
pursuing animal agriculture interests beyond the show ring, they learn the importance of hard 
work, dedication, honesty and time management to name a few.  As Wahlberg (2007) states, “the 
livestock show is the Grand Finale for the project” (para. 2).  The grand finale as he referred to 
brings on a competitive atmosphere that would rival any amateur sports event.  With that 
competitive aspect, most work diligently to ensure that their self and their project perform to 
their maximum potential.  To walk through the barns prior to a show would be to witness some 
of our nation’s best youth displaying responsibility, hard work, selflessness all while staying 
focused on the goal of competing highly in the livestock show.  Unfortunately, the goal of 
winning has the ability to blur the lines between ethical and unethical practices in regards to 
youth livestock projects and some exhibitors become involved in deliberate practices that are 
deemed unethical by the governing bodies.  It has been said that the premiums offered through 
competition has transitioned the core values and educational opportunities in youth livestock to 





Those who are assigned to the supervision of youth livestock projects are the agriculture 
educators and extension agents.  It is certainly an expectation that the teacher and agent do their 
part to ensure that the student is caring for livestock project in an ethical manner.  With these 
teachers and agents having firsthand interactions with students and the support group around the 
student and the project, these educators are able to witness a variety practices that take place in 
preparation for livestock competition.   
 Actions have been taken to decrease the unethical practices at youth livestock events, 
such as trainings for students and adults about the ethical treatment and practices, increased drug 
testing and policing at major livestock shows and even rules in place that restrict the assistance 
of anyone other than exhibitors (Goodwin, Murphy & Wieser, n.d.).  Claeys (1996) suggests that 
“It should be pointed out that 99% of the youth are doing the right thing. It is our obligation to 
protect these youth that do not cheat and enforce the rules” (para. 8). Rusk and Machtmes (2003) 
use a quote from Dr. Jeff Goodwin that states,  
“The major reason I have worked on the issue of livestock show ethics since 1993 is for 
what we are teaching young people. If we teach young people to make good ethical 
choices in the show ring, there is more of a chance that they will make good ethical 
choices in everyday life as an adult” (para.5).  
The fact that Dr. Goodwin finds a greater purpose for this project further emphasizes what this 
study focused on.  Rusk, et al. (2006) states that,  
“Cheating not only affects the individual cheater, but it also affects those around him or 
her.  If students cheat, they are keeping someone else from reaping the true benefits or 





other members in the community may no longer trust a person who disregards the rules” 
(p.40).  
The act of cheating is certainly not limited to the exhibitor.  As it has been stated, many 
individuals take part in youth livestock events and assisting students in preparing for these 
events.  Claeys (1996) goes on to quote Dean Hurlbut of the American Angus Association, that 
rules should be “1) easy to understand, 2) fair and fairly enforced, and 3) enforceable” (para. 8).  
Gaining a greater understanding of what practices should and should not be used in livestock 
competitions will aid in creating a more worthwhile and rewarding program for all involved.   
Research Problem 
 In an effort to ensure that youth livestock events are ran ethically and exhibitors 
demonstrate ethical behavior regarding themselves and their livestock, rules and regulations are 
common place in livestock exhibition events.  The rules are put in place to ensure the integrity of 
the event, while providing safety for the exhibitors and livestock alike.  The fact that rules are 
made and practices such as drug testing take place suggests that potential infractions can or will 
arise during these events.  For those who frequent youth livestock shows and assist students with 
their livestock projects, minor unethical practices can be over looked to the point that they no 
longer seem unethical.  As our society has evolved, so have our stances and views on certain 
practices.  We tend to become more lenient and potentially blind to certain actions people take 
and start to consider it the norm.  Nonetheless, an unethical practice of any form is still unethical 
and this is no different for youth livestock events. 
 The issues that arise in youth livestock projects can derive from several sources.  The 
competitive nature of this learning opportunity has brought about the involvement from parents, 





youth livestock events, it could be said that this involvement is beneficial to the educational 
opportunities afforded to the students all while insuring the health and safety of the livestock and 
the student.  With the purpose of this project being to educate youth in the area of animal 
agriculture, it would seem obvious that the students would be responsible for the majority of the 
responsibilities associated with the project.  Goodwin et al., (n.d.) found that 94.4% of 
respondents feel that adult involvement is an issue that should be addressed.  Though this is not a 
sole direction of this study, it is important to note that adult involvement plays a major role in the 
actions of students and the student’s livestock project. 
With the hopes of gaining greater insight into what the perceptions of Georgia agriculture 
educators and extension agents are in regards to unethical practices witnessed at youth livestock 
events, this study addresses the unethical nature that can potentially accompany those involved.  
Furthermore, to gain a deeper understanding of the ethical nature of youth livestock projects and 
events, this study determines the ethical perspective of the agriculture teacher and agriculture/4-
H agent.  Though similar studies have provided great literature context for this research, a study 
of this content has not been conducted in the state of Georgia.  Understanding that the majority 
of the practices that are implemented by youth livestock exhibitors and their support teams are of 
an ethical nature, there are still issues that arise that call into questions practices that are used to 
gain competitive advantages.  The agriculture educators and agents serve as a supervisor role for 
the students and their projects, so the first-hand observations that these individuals make have 
the potential create data that will benefit the governing bodies of youth livestock competitions, as 
well as, aid in the educational opportunities that become available to students involved in youth 






Purpose of the Study 
 Fully understanding the perceptions of what primary youth livestock supervisors 
(agriculture teachers and agents) witness while assisting students with their livestock projects 
will provide factual data that creates a more ethical environment in which students compete with 
their livestock projects.  The advisors and agents are, in theory, one of the primary sources for 
exhibitors when it comes to assisting in every aspect of the project.  These individuals are given 
the opportunity to witness what practices are being utilized by exhibitors at the shows and at 
home.  The initial data will reveal the frequency of unethical practices witnessed by the teachers 
and agents.  This data will bring to light the practices that could potentially need to be monitored 
more frequently and/or highlight the positive ethical behavior of the project supervisors and 
students.  Furthermore, data gained from this study will allow teachers and agents to understand 
what their peers view as ethical and unethical in regards to youth livestock projects.  Agriculture 
teachers and agents have a responsibility to their students to ensure that they are fully aware of 
the accepted, ethical practices that can be utilized in their livestock project.   
The ethical nature of the survey combined with the demographic information that is 
provided will give insight into which populations of project supervisors are the most involved 
and aware of what takes place in the student’s project.  Though the Georgia FFA and Georgia 4-
H work collaboratively to host the major livestock shows in Georgia, teachers and agents are 
held accountable by the separate organizations in regards to supervising the livestock projects.  
Currently livestock ethics training is not required for students and/or teachers/agents involved in 
youth livestock in the state of Georgia.  Many FFA and 4-H chapters conduct exhibitor meetings 
that include some semblance of ethics training, yet it is certainly not uniform across the state.  





changed the ethical cognition of the group that participated and that it was a positive change in 
attitude and behavior.  The involvement of agriculture teachers and agents are imperative to the 
success of junior livestock events and the influence these individuals bring to the project can 
directly impact the ethical nature in which students raise and exhibit their livestock projects.  
This study will decipher what is currently being done by the supervisors to educate students 
competing in youth livestock competitions.   
Research Questions 
 The following questions guided the research pertaining to agriculture educators and 
extension agent’s perceptions of unethical behavior and practices witnessed in youth livestock 
projects. 
1. What type of ethical perspectives do agriculture educators and agriculture extension/4-H 
agents identify with? 
2. What are the differences in the practices that are being observed by agriculture teachers 
and agricultural extension/4-H agents? 
Significance of the Study 
 At the core of youth livestock projects, is the equipping of students with a skill sets that 
better prepares them to pursue further endeavors in animal agriculture and/or gain life skills that 
will aid in a person’s success, no matter the path they take in life. Agriculture teachers and 
extension agents are tasked with supervising youth livestock projects within their respective 
schools or counties.  These individuals have the opportunity to influence the decisions of these 
students on many levels when it comes to their project.  More importantly for this study, teachers 
and agents have the opportunity witness many practices that are utilized to prepare for youth 





who directly supervise the youth livestock project will lend to a basic understanding of the 
ethical culture within these youth projects.  It is the desire of this study to determine the ethical 
practices being observed, if there are any differences or relationships that could lend to 
understanding the current state of these unethical practices and what steps can be taken to reduce 
these practices by bringing awareness. Students participating in livestock projects are also the 
leaders in their respective organizations, schools and communities.  The youth livestock show 
industry’s desire is to increase educational opportunities for project advisors and students that 
participate in the livestock show project.  Thus, identifying these practices and behaviors are 
paramount to the nature of youth livestock projects. Though similar studies have been conducted, 
none have addressed the state of Georgia.  
Definition of Terms 
Ethics- the discipline dealing with what is good and bad and with moral duty and obligation 
(Merriam-Webster Online, 2020) 
Ethical- involving or expressing moral approval or disapproval (Merriam-Webster Online, 
2020). 
Livestock- animals kept or raised for use or pleasure, especially: farm animals kept for use 
and profit (Merriam-Webster Online, 2020). 
Exhibition- an act or instance of exhibiting or public showing (Merriam-Webster, 2020). 
4-H- of or relating to a program set up by the U.S. Department of Agriculture originally in 
rural areas to help young people become productive citizens by instructing them in useful 
skills (as in agriculture, animal husbandry, and carpentry), community service, and personal 





FFA- a dynamic youth organization that changes lives and prepares members for premier 
leadership, personal growth and career success through agricultural education (FFA, 2020). 
Livestock exhibition projects- A project which is constituted by an individual who raises and 
cares for any animal categorized as livestock (cattle, horse, sheep, goat, dairy) for the purpose of 
exhibition at the local, state or national level (Walker, 2006). 
Rural- Territory, population and housing units not classified as urban. "Rural" classification cuts 
across other hierarchies and can be in metropolitan or non-metropolitan areas (United States 
Census Bureau Glossary, n.d.). 
Micropolitan Statistical Area- A geographic entity delineated by the Office of Management 
and Budget for use by federal statistical agencies. Micropolitan statistical areas consist of the 
county or counties (or equivalent entities) associated with at least one urban cluster of at least 
10,000 but less than 50,000 population, plus adjacent counties having a high degree of social and 
economic integration with the core as measured through commuting ties (United States Census 
Bureau Glossary, n.d.). 
Metropolitan Statistical Area- A geographic entity delineated by the Office of Management 
and Budget for use by federal statistical agencies. Metropolitan statistical areas consist of the 
county or counties (or equivalent entities) associated with at least one urbanized area of at least 
50,000 population, plus adjacent counties having a high degree of social and economic 
integration with the core as measured through commuting ties (United States Census Bureau 
Glossary). 






Duty Ethics- to do what you think you are supposed to do when facing ethical dilemmas 
(Northouse, 2018, p. 363). 
Utilitarian Ethics- To do what is best for the most people overall when facing ethical 
dilemmas (Northouse, 2018, p.364). 
Virtue Ethics- To act with integrity, and you are faithful to your own principles of goodness 
(Northouse, 2018, p. 364). 
Caring Ethics- To give attention to your relationships when facing ethical dilemmas 
(Northouse, 2018, p. 364). 
Egoism Ethics- To do what is best for yourself when facing ethical dilemmas (Northouse, 
2018, p. 364).  
Justice Ethics- To focus on treating others fairly when facing ethical dilemmas (Northouse, 













 Through the involvement in the National FFA Organization and 4-H, students are 
afforded the opportunity to exhibit livestock projects that vary in specie: cattle, swine, sheep, 
goats, rabbits, horses to name a few. This project in its purest form is designed to provide hands 
on learning for students in the area of animal agriculture.  Giving students the opportunity to 
learn through hands-on experiences how to properly care for livestock, while gaining an 
intangible skill set that will not only assist in making the student a better livestock producer, but 
also a more responsible, hardworking contributor to society.  This big picture of youth livestock 
exhibition is a positive and worthwhile experience that brings out the best in students ability to 
dedicate hard work, time management skills and their competitive nature to a project.  
Participation in youth livestock projects produces end results, whether it is in the livestock show 
arena or on the backend of the project producing livestock for further production or the end point 
of harvesting these projects for human consumption.  The competitive nature of this project is 
like any competitive realm in our society, there is a desire to win.  One study suggested that 
65.4% of students involved in youth livestock competition saw the competition aspect as the 
driving force for their efforts to succeed (Johnson, et al., 2019).  This drive to win brings out the 
best in most exhibitors, which can be witnessed while attending any livestock event, yet the 
competition also can potentially foster negative, unethical practices that allow the exhibitor to 
gain an unfair advantage against their contemporaries.  
Students typically have two options at the conception of the project.  The student will 
either purchase an animal from a livestock producer or utilize an animal that they have raised. 
These projects are truly a family project, yet they are part of supervised agriculture experiences, 





fall under the direct supervision of agriculture educators and 4-H agents the students are 
members of the respective organizations.  Teachers and agents are on the forefront of assisting 
students with their projects in most scenarios, yet the competitive nature of these projects have 
brought about influences from other individuals in the livestock showing industry that can 
contribute to unethical practices whether it be by the exhibitor themselves or the additional 
outside help.  This help can consist of livestock producers that sold the student the project, a 
broker of livestock that is sold for show or even a hired professional in some cases.  Considering 
that the projects are typically not under that direct daily care of the teacher or agent, it can be 
difficult to monitor all practices that take place and also ensure that the practices are ethical and 
fall within the rules and regulations of the project.  
History of Livestock Exhibition 
 The origins of livestock exhibition begin first with livestock evaluation.  The purpose of 
livestock evaluation is to identify the quality traits of the livestock in order to produce the highest 
quality and most valuable animal possible for the producer (Ganzel, 2007).  The early 1890’s is 
the first documented opportunities for individuals to participate in livestock judging by Professor 
John A. Craig at the University of Wisconsin ("From Chicago to Louisville The History of the 
National Collegiate Livestock Judging Contest,” 2017).  Professor Craig, along with other 
prominent livestock producers from across the country, developed a livestock judging score card 
that eventually led to detailed evaluation of animals in regards to structure and genetics ("From 
Chicago to Louisville The History of the National Collegiate Livestock Judging Contest,” 2017).   
The art of evaluating livestock has evolved over the years with the implementation of scientific 
advances and also consumer demands (Ganzel, 2007).  As stated previously, with any 





Ganzel (2007) states that by the 1950’s a “Grand Champion” bull, boar, ram, or stallion could 
command top dollar.  This “top dollar” incentive could have then and certainly does now bring 
about more aggressive techniques to garner the top prize.  This prize could certainly consist of a 
financial reward as is evidence of the champion steer at the Southwestern Exposition and 
Livestock Show earning the exhibitor $300,000 in the sale of champions ("Records fall at Stock 
Show's Junior Sale of Champions,” 2020). 
Southwestern Exposition and Livestock Show 
 1896 was the year of the origination of the nation’s longest running livestock show 
("Southwestern Exposition and Livestock Show,” 2010).  The Southwestern Exposition and Fat 
Show was formed to attract northern packers “to promote improvement of the livestock industry” 
("Southwestern Exposition and Livestock Show,” 2010, para.1).  As the exposition grew and 
continued to add additional opportunities for exhibitors, the potential for premiums and awards 
increased ("Southwestern Exposition and Livestock Show,” 2010).  The Southwestern 
Exposition and Livestock Show has now grown to host over 30,000 animals over the 23 day ran 
event ("Texas A&M AgriLife Extension County Offices,” 2019).  The mission statement for this 
event is extensive, yet it is important to note that the statement does contain the following: “To 
include in Stock Show activities continuing encouragement for young people to pursue careers in 
livestock and agri-business through programs and incentives especially tailored to their interests 
and to advance education by providing learning opportunities as an ongoing part of Stock Show 
events, and by funding research grants and scholarship endowments at a variety of educational 
institutions” (“Texas A&M AgriLife Extension County Offices,” 2019, p.55).  Considering that 





development of the exhibitors suggests an ethical nature would be required at the nation’s 
longest running livestock show. 
National Western Stock Show 
Another nationally recognized longstanding livestock exhibition event is the National 
Western Stock Show held annually in Denver, Colorado (Stockshow, 2014).  This event began 
well over 100 years ago in 1906 and again is designed at its core to promote the livestock 
industry through “Investing in future generations, guided by its western heritage, Western Stock 
Show Association serves the world, promoting youth and community development through 
livestock and equestrian education, innovation, entertainment and competition (Stockshow, 
2014, para.4), as described in the show’s mission statement.  The National Western Stock Show 
defines the values of the event as the following: 
“Integrity – We act with honesty and integrity in all we do.  Diversity – We value, 
appreciate and respect all people for their unique qualities and gifts.  Partnership – We 
achieve success by developing strong partnerships and fostering a team approach.  
Community – We support ongoing engagement with our adjacent neighborhoods for their 
well-being and prosperity.  Quality – We commit to providing best-in-class programs and 
services.  Stewardship – We operate a fiscally responsible organization that achieves its 
philanthropic purpose” (Stockshow, 2014, para.6).  
For the purpose of this research, it is important to note that “Integrity” tops the list of 
values and key words of description for this historical event are “honesty” and “integrity”.  A 
livestock show of this magnitude with the initial values being based on honesty and integrity 
suggest the importance of these intangibles in the livestock arena where the youth exhibit 






Beginning in 1899, the American Royal began as the first national purebred cattle show 
and sale, hosting 541 head of Hereford cattle known as the National Hereford Show (“Our 
History,” n.d.).  Today the American Royal contributes educational livestock and agriculture 
related events to over 18,000 students from across the country (“Our Impact,” n.d.).  The rule 
book and code of conduct for the American Royal, like previously mentioned livestock shows, 
makes a point to address the importance of integrity for the students and the livestock they 
exhibit.  Found it the premium book for the American Royal “Rule 41 Code of Ethics” states: 
“To maintain a high degree of integrity, the American Royal Livestock Show Management 
reserves the right to disqualify any animals they believe have been fitted in an unethical fashion” 
(“Exhibitor Information,” n.d., p.25).  Utilizing the vocabulary of “integrity” and “unethical” 
further suggests that these long-standing shows value the importance of youth livestock projects 
for their intended purposes.   
Georgia National Junior Livestock Show 
In a writing by Dr. Ronnie Silcox (n.d.), Animal Science Professor at the University of 
Georgia, and obtained from Heather Shultz, Georgia 4-H Youth Livestock Director, it is found 
that the first records of displaying animals in Georgia dates back to an agricultural fair in 
Hancock County in 1842.  The author continues to say that the first state fair was established 
1846 and still continues to this day.  Silcox (n.d.) states that 1916 brought about the first cattle 
exhibition in the state of Georgia by youth at the Southeastern Fair in Atlanta, Georgia. The 
swine shows began sometime in the 1930’s and 1948 was the first state steer show also held at 
the Southeastern Fair.  In 1973, the state steer show moved to Athens and the state heifer show 





states market lamb shows were added in 1979 and goats in 1998.  Fast forward to 1990 when the 
Georgia National Fairgrounds was opened in Perry, Georgia and a facility was constructed that 
could accommodate a larger number of livestock (Lind, 2016).  The Georgia National 
Fairgrounds would be home to what is considered the prominent youth livestock in the state of 
Georgia each year; The Georgia National Fair and the Georgia National Junior Livestock Show.  
Silcox (n.d.) writes that 1991 was when the Georgia State Show moved to the Georgia National 
Fairgrounds in Perry, Georgia, where it is still hosted today. 
Youth Livestock Associations 
Beyond the show ring, specie specific breed associations have developed youth livestock 
association’s representative of their respective specie breed.  The organizations certainly promote 
youth livestock exhibition at their core, yet have diversified to encompass more than just the 
show arena. One of the more prominent in the cattle industry would be the junior segment of the 
American Angus Association, the National Junior Angus Association (NJAA).  The association’s 
junior activities date back to 1956, though the first junior membership was recorded in 1951, and 
has more than 6000 members across the United States and Canada (“NJAA INFO,” n.d.).  To 
promote showmanship skills, the first National Junior Angus Showmanship Contest was held in 
conjunction with the All-American Angus Breeders Futurity in 1967 (“NJAA INFO,” n.d).  1969 
brought about the first National Junior Angus Show and in 1974 the National Showmanship 
contest joined the event (“NJAA INFO,” n.d.).  To promote the junior membership’s production 
efforts, a bred-and-owned division was added to the national show in 1976, so that these cattle 
did not compete against cattle that were purchased by exhibitors (“NJAA INFO,” n.d.).  
Eventually, 1980 brought about the official National Junior Angus Association and since the 





to include public speaking, graphic design, sales talk and many others to help develop members 
skill set beyond the show ring (“NJAA INFO,” n.d.).   
A widely known youth organization in the swine industry would be the National Junior 
Swine Association (National Swine Registry, 2018) as part of the National Swine Registry, 
which was established in 1994 (“AboutNSR,” 2018).  With over 10,500 members the NJSA 
hosts a series of livestock shows and youth events across the country each year to promote the 
swine industry (National Swine Registry, 2018).  A 14-member board of junior directors guides 
the organization with the assistance of 7 adults serving as the youth advisory board ("National 
Swine Registry,” 2018).  In order to ensure all exhibitors are properly prepared for the task of 
caring for and exhibiting their project, exhibitors must complete the Pork Quality Assurance Plus 
program or Youth for the Quality Care of Animals Program before participating in the junior 
events (National Swine Registry, 2018, para. 3).  The parent organization to the NJSA, the 
National Swine Registry, has the mission statement: “Enhance the value of pedigreed swine, 
maintain breed integrity, and provide relevant member education and youth development 
experiences” ("AboutNSR,” 2018).   
The Junior American Boer Goat Association (JABGA) came into existence in 1996 with 
the purpose of helping youth reach their potential through education, leadership, conferences, 
scholarships and exhibition ("JABGA,” 2020).  The mission of the association is “to bring 
together Boer Goat Enthusiasts through a youth organization that offers competitive programs to 
reward excellence, enhance educational opportunities, promote the value of genetics, and 
develop leadership skills through activities at local, state and national levels” (“JABGA,” 2020, 





A well-recognized junior program in the sheep industry would be the American 
Southdown Breeders Association junior division. The breed association lists the following as 
their objectives with the youth program: “promote Southdown sheep as youth project, develop 
youth leadership skills and future leaders within the breed, foster communication with 
Southdown youth across the county and with the AJSA and the ASBA Board of Directors, and 
improve and develop the capabilities of youth in breeding, raising and showing Southdown 
sheep” (Membership Information, 2019, para. 2).  This association also boasts many educational 
and scholarship opportunities for members, while positively promoting the breed (Membership 
Information, 2019).   
A common theme amongst all of these youth organizations is the emphasis on other 
aspects than just the livestock.  It appears that each organization strives to utilize the animals as a 
vessel to promote leadership and educational opportunities to its members.  All of these 
organizations also provide a social aspect that helps to foster communication, as well as exposure 
to other aspects of the respective industries.  Through conferences and competitions that do not 
involve the show ring, these breed association youth organizations encompass much more than 
the traditional livestock exhibition.  
History of the National FFA Organization and 4-H 
Though the primary focus of the National FFA Organization and 4-H is not youth 
livestock projects and more specifically youth livestock exhibition, the exhibition of livestock is 
one of the more recognizable activities that take place within these organizations.  In Georgia, 
the Georgia National Fair and the Georgia Junior Livestock serve as the two largest junior 
livestock events in the state and is ran cooperatively with Georgia FFA and Georgia 4-H 





these two organizations is agriculture and youth livestock certainly has a place in the history and 
current state of both.   
FFA History 
 The need for agriculture education to younger generations was found to be necessary in 
the 1800’s, though the newer agricultural practices that were being taught were not always well 
received from older generations ("History of 4-H Youth Development Organization,” 2020).  
Incorporating vocational agriculture training into public schools was seen necessary during the 
early part of the 20
th
 century and thus the Smith-Hughes National Vocational Act was adopted in 
1917 ("National FFA Organization Records, 1916-2008,” 2019).  Serving as the model for what 
would become the Future Farmers of America, the Future Farmers of Virginia was developed in 
1925 ("National FFA Organization Records, 1916-2008,” 2019).  A livestock event brought 
together students from around the country in 1928 and allowed for the creation of the Future 
farmers of America in Kansas City, Missouri ("National FFA Organization Records, 1916-
2008,” 2019).  Though it was not a youth livestock exhibition that brought the students together, 
it was a livestock evaluation event.  This is an example of how livestock has played a role in the 
National FFA Organization since its existence.   In the early days of agriculture education, Rufus 
Stimson created a farming project, the purpose of this project was to prepare and carry out a 
successful farming project that has an educational purpose (Stimson, 1919).  It is perceived that 
the project method created by Stimson was the foundation of what would eventually become the 
Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) (Smith & Rayfield, 2016).  The SAE project as we 
know it today is an integral part of agriculture education.  As the organization grew and 
diversified the tactics used to prepare students the SAE project has remained.  Highlights 





America, 1969, admitting females into membership, and 1988 the name of the Future Farmers of 
America changes to the National FFA Organization ("National FFA Organization Records, 
1916-2008,” 2019).  Today the organization boasts 700, 170 members (Our Membership, 2019), 
in which all members are required to have a supervised agriculture experience project.   
4-H History 
 1902 was considered the birth year for what is now known as 4-H ("History of 4-H Youth 
Development Organization,” 2020).  A.B. Graham started after school agriculture clubs and fairs 
in Clark County, Ohio ("History of 4-H Youth Development Organization,” 2020).  These first 
clubs were known as “The Tomato Club” or the “Corn Growing Club”.  Though the organization 
has evolved to encompass much more, the roots of 4-H are grounded in production agriculture.  
The Smith-Lever Act of 1914 created the Cooperative Extension System and made 4-H a 
national club ("History of 4-H Youth Development Organization,” 2020).  A stated previously, 
adults in agriculture in the 19
th
 and early 20
th
 centuries were skeptical of utilizing government 
suggested techniques in agriculture, yet the younger generations were more open to the newer 
techniques ("History of 4-H Youth Development Organization", 2020).  Thus, the efforts to 
provide youth with agricultural educational opportunities became more prevalent.  Today 4-H 
has a membership of over six million students that includes rural, suburban and urban 
populations ("What is 4-H?”, 2020). 
Cooperative Extension Service History 
 The first known dissemination of information pertaining to agricultural practices dates 
back to 1800 B.C. in Mesopotamia (Jones & Garforth, 1997).  These clay tablets gave 
instructions on how to properly water crops and get rid of rats (Jones & Garforth, 1997).  Since 





those involved in agriculture gain information to make their production more successful (Jones 
& Garforth, 1997).  The Cooperative Extension Service as it is known in the United States can 
trace its origin back to the passing of the Morrill Act of 1862 (History of Extension, n.d.).  This 
bill was the creation of Land-Grant Universities that would eventually serve as the educational 
support for the Cooperative Extension Service (History of Extension, n.d.).  The passing of the 
Smith-Lever Act of 1914 implemented extension services based from the Land-Grant 
Universities, with federal funding being matched by each state (History of Extension, n.d.).  At 
the core of the Cooperative Extension Service, farmers and ranchers were given assistance in 
order to make their production practices more efficient and profitable (History of Extension, 
n.d.).  It was noticed that not all farmers and ranchers were welcoming of the new and inventive 
strategies that were being taught, but the Cooperative Extension Service saw that the younger 
generations were (Our History, 2017).  Through activities like corn clubs, younger generations 
were taught practices to be more efficient while growing crops and raising livestock (Our 
History, 2017).  These activities eventually led into what is now known as 4-H (Our History, 
2017). 
 A need was noticed that went beyond the educational opportunities afforded to farmers 
and ranchers.  At the time, those that were returning to homes as a homemaker were needing the 
skills necessary to also be successful in that role (Our History, 2017).  The educational 
opportunities of the Cooperative Extension Service expanded to educate homemakers about 
skills such as; cooking, canning, childcare, sewing, and gardening (Our History, 2017).  As 
society changed, the needs of citizens have evolved and the service offered by the Cooperative 





living (Our History, 2017).  Today the Cooperative Extension Service has a presence in nearly 
all of the 3000 counties in the United States (History of Extension, n.d.).   
 
Positive Outcomes of Youth Livestock Exhibition 
“They are the greatest teaching project known to man” – Dr. O’Dell G. Daniel (Goodwin, 
2018, para.1).  This quote by Dr. Daniel though arguably accurate, expresses the philosophy of 
the supporting organizations of youth livestock projects. Beyond the potential of garnering top 
prizes in livestock exhibition events, the true purpose of the students participating in youth 
livestock projects is to promote “positive youth development and providing young people with 
skills necessary to become successful adults” (Anderson, et al., 2015, p.8).  Through one of Dr. 
Goodwin’s instructional presentations, he states that “4-H livestock projects teach young people 
how to feed, fit, and show their animals… provide an opportunity for personal growth and 
development of the young person” (Goodwin, 2018, para.8).  The study conducted by Anderson, 
et. al. (2015) compared the life skills gained through 4-H and FFA.  The study consisted of 
students aging in range from 16-21 who attended the North Carolina State Fair in 2010, with 
89.1% of participants being active in either 4-H or FFA (Anderson, et al., 2015).  The results 
allowed the researchers to suggest that participation in livestock exhibition increased leadership 
and life skill development amongst the participants (Anderson, et al., 2015).  Additional thoughts 
can be added regarding the benefits of livestock exhibition and in that “youth livestock shows are 
more important now than ever due to average Americans being so far removed from their food 
supply” (Arp, Carr, & Beeler, 2016, p.4).  Arp, Carr, & Beeler (2016) went on to state that, “The 





This is stressing the importance of the youth livestock competitions at U.S. national market 
animal shows.   
Steve Niemeyer, a Nebraska Extension Educator, reviews a study conducted by Texas 
Tech University regarding the perceived benefits of competitive youth livestock exhibition 
(Niemeyer, 2015).  This study utilized historical documents, interviews and observations to 
conclude the benefits of livestock exhibition (Niemeyer, 2015).  Though it is common place to 
assume that responsibility would top the list of skills gained, this study found that social 
relationships was the number one skill gained through livestock exhibition (Niemeyer, 2015).  
The study found that this particular finding aided participants in satisfaction of career goals and 
the need for companionship (Niemeyer, 2015).  The five remaining themes that emerged from 
the study were: character, family togetherness, exposure to competition, exposure to cultures, 
and knowledge and care of animals (Niemeyer, 2015).  These findings can be highlighted in an 
article written by Becky Church on beefmagizine.com.  She is quoted as saying that she would 
“dedicate that time to the barn where my effort would prove to be more beneficial to my future” 
(Church, 2014, para.6).  She continues on to describe youth livestock exhibitors to have qualities 
such as self-drive, honesty and integrity (Church, 2015).  A study of Indiana 4-H livestock 
exhibitors further adds to the life skills that are being taught through livestock exhibition and 
more specifically the care that is required to raise the project.  Forty four percent of the 
respondents suggested that they used the responsibility skills learned through the project to 
complete homework assignments in a timely manner, committed and dedicated to projects, and 
learned to set goals and priorities (Rusk, Summerlot-Early, Machtmes, Talbert, & Balschweid, 
2003).  Though the most common response found in a study by Davis, Keith, Williams, and 





showing livestock, it was closely followed by character development.  The intangibles noted in 
the study were responsibility, confidence, sportsmanship, and exposure to loss (Davis et. al, 
2000).  Many participants in youth livestock exhibitions would attest that the process of 
preparing an animal for show from start to finish is a family effort and this is supported by Davis 
et al. (2000) when the third most prevalent response was “stock shows promote healthy family 
growth and development”.   
One of the more prominent cattle breed associations that emphasizes youth development 
through livestock exhibition is the American Junior Angus Association.  Developed in1956, the 
Junior Activities Department at the American Angus Association and was originally designed to 
help members with raising their steer and heifer projects, since that time the organization has 
expanded to include more projects and programs that help juniors develop their skills and 
character (“NJAA Info”, n.d.).  In a study of the membership of the National Junior Angus 
Association by Walker (2006), it was found that respondents felt that their participation in the 
NJAA aided in developing leadership life skills such as: “show a responsible attitude”, “can set 
goals”, and “can set priorities”.  Furthermore, the NJAA requires all members to sign a code of 
conduct outlining the expectations of the member while in attendance at a NJAA event (“NJAA 
Info”, n.d.).     
Organizational Ethics and Moral Development 
Defined by Letendre (2015) organizational ethics are “the applied ethics discipline that 
addresses the moral choices influenced and guided by values, standards, principles, rules, and 
strategies associated with organizational activities and business situations” (pg. 1).  This 
definition certainly finds itself applicable to the scenario of junior livestock exhibitors belonging 





is- of course- doing the right thing… ethics is, first of all, a way of thinking” (p. 44).  Letendre 
(2015) continues to say that the choices within an organization consist of both the individual and 
the group. The reference to “group” will be further expanded upon in discussing the roles of 
adults in unethical youth livestock practices.  Ethics is essential to ensure the success of any 
organization spanning from community groups and non-profits to professional associations and 
corporations ("Organizational Ethics,” 2020).  One source is quoted as saying “A significant goal 
for behavioral ethics research is to find ways to structure organizations in order to make it easier 
for people to do the right thing and harder for them to do the wrong thing” (“Organizational 
Ethics,” 2020, para. 2).  Furthermore, human behavior and the motivation behind it are important 
when analyzing organizational ethics (Baumane-Vitolina, Cals, & Sumilo, 2015).   
When understanding the role of ethical decision making in a person’s life, it is worth 
looking into three different ethical theories to gain rational for a person making the decisions 
they make.  Two reoccurring terms when discussing ethical behavior are “ethics” and “morals”, 
though these are used interchangeably in modern culture (Baumane-Vitolina et al., 2015), the 
slight differences should be recognized for the purpose of this review.  Morals pertain more to 
society standards and serve as a platform to ensure human intercommunication is mutually 
beneficial (Baumane-Vitolina et al., 2015).  Ethics can be utilized when referring to a social 
group or profession for one of the interpretations and described in two different manners: 
descriptive and regulatory (Baumane-Vitolina et al., 2015).  Descriptive ethics applies to the 
behaviors within a social group and adds clarification to the ethical argumentation, decisions or 
behaviors that are being made within the group (Baumane-Vitolin et al., 2015).   To counter that, 





principles (Baumane-Vitolina et al., 2015).  The subsequent writing will further highlight the 
three main theories that pertain to ethics. 
Teleological Ethics 
 Teleological Ethics makes the assumption that all individuals make decisions with the 
morally correct mindset and understanding what the end results will yield (White, n.d.).  Using a 
person’s ability to rationalize and consider the action being taken and what the outcome will be, 
teleological ethics suggests that most people use this type of ethical decision making (White, 
n.d.).  The name accompanied to this ethical behavior has clarity when understanding the root 
word for teleology derives from the Greek word “telos”, meaning “an end” (Baumane-Vitolina et 
al., 2015).  White uses examples that have individuals considering risky or potentially negative 
actions to achieve an end goal, though the consequences of these actions must be considered to 
determine if the potential unwanted outcome is worth the risk of the favorable one.   
Deontological Ethics 
 When looking at deontological ethics, words such as morals, obligation, duty and a 
combination of appear (White, n.d.).  This theory hinges on the thought that a person will fulfill 
an action based on a moral obligation that the person has (White, n.d.).  Deontology as a word is 
derived from the Greek name “deon”, meaning “duty” (Baumane-Vitolina, Cals, & Sumilo, 
2015).  This theory emphasizes the importance of a motive to support an action rather than the 
consideration of the benefit or consequence deriving from the action.  The underlining meaning 
behind the action serves as justification regardless of the outcome. Shaw and Barry (2014) 
constructed a list of rules that combine ethical behavior into the “game”, with the word game 
implying the scenario for each individual.  Rule one from this writing would fall in line with the 





non-participants.  Though many perspectives can and will be taken when examining ethical 
view-points in youth livestock exhibition, this theory and rule could add to potential justification 




 The creation of virtue ethics was comprised from Plato and Aristotle with the thought 
process that decision making is directly correlated to an individual’s tendencies or habits. 
(Hursthouse & Pettigrove, 2016).  An article written by Velasquez, Andre, Shanks, & Meyer, 
(1988) states that include striving for excellence and dedication for the common good, without 
consideration for rational of teleological and deontological theories towards ethics.  Traits that 
are instilled in a person serve as the guide for the actions that they take, with the thought process 
that a person will make the morally sound decision when faced with a moral dilemma (Baumane-
Vitolina et al., 2015).  Virtue ethics finds that happiness can be achieved through a moral 
lifestyle and societal service (Baumane-Vitolina, et al., 2015). 
Moral Development 
 Though it has now become overshadowed as described by some, the work Jean Piaget did 
in regards to moral development laid the ground work for the research that takes place today.  
Piaget thought that there were three major stages when it came to moral development, the first 
being a child mastering motor and social skills, the second being submission for authority and 
the third being a child recognizing that rules can be changed with group consensus (Patanella, 
2011).  Understanding the initial findings of moral development supply a greater comprehension 





“Human nature is naturally good,” is a phrase that describes moral development, though 
may partially argued otherwise with Kohlberg’s Theory of Moral Development (Puka, n.d.).  
Kohlberg’s Theory of Moral Development is comprised of six stages in which a person 
progresses through.  Barger (2000) prepared a summary of Kohlberg’s Theory and begins by 
highlighting that there are six identifiable stages of progression based on moral reasoning and 
these stages are broken into three categories.  The first level is known as pre-conventional and is 
where stages one and two fall (Barger, 2000).  Stage 1 is obedience and or punishment; it is 
thought that a person will react in positive manner that is obedient to what they have been taught 
in fear of the punishment that would ensue if the reaction was not deemed acceptable.  Still in the 
pre-conventional stage would be individualism (Barger, 2000).  This stage suggests that a person 
would act in a manner that will impact the individual in a positive manner (Barger, 2000).  Stage 
3 and 4 falls into the conventional level where a person incorporates more morality into their 
thought process as compared to pre-conventional level (Barger, 2000).  Stage 3 of Kohlberg’s 
Moral Development suggests that a person will complete an action based on the approval of 
those around them (Barger, 2000).  Progressing to Stage 4 it is seen that a person will react based 
rules that are being implemented or if they have a sense of obligation to the scenario (Barger, 
2000).  Barger (2000) culminates his summary by suggesting that Stage 5, which is rarely 
reached by adults, has a person taking considerable interest in the welfare of others, and Stage 6 
being a respect for universal principals.  Though Stage 6 was rarely observed by Kohlberg and 







Figure 2.1  
 
Stages of Cognitive Moral Development (Bazzetta, Yusuf, Hilfida, Krisnana, & Riza, 2016) 
 
  
It is worth noting that Kohlberg did not believe that a person could skip stages when it came to 
their moral development (Barger, 2000).  Kohlberg felt that a person only had the ability to 
reconcile the stage above them when faced with a dilemma (Barger, 2000).   
 A large portion of this study hinges on an ethical leadership style questionnaire derived 
from Northouse (2018).  The basis for this instrument is rooted in Northouse’s book, 
“Leadership- Theory and Practice”.  Northouse (2018) states “ethics is concerned with the kinds 
of values and morals an individual or a society finds desirable or appropriate” (p.336).  More 
directly relating to the population that is being utilized in this study, the agriculture educators and 
agents essentially belong to population that this statement can directly apply to.  Though what 
takes place in youth livestock projects may seem foreign to many, the practices involved are 





six stages of moral development by Kohlberg.  Though Northouse (2018) mentions the deficits 
of Kohlberg’s model, he insists that “this model is seminal to developing an understanding of 
what forms the basis for individuals’ ethical leadership” (p.339).  Northouse (2018) goes on to 
write that there are 3 separate routes to decision making as it pertains to moral conduct.  These 
three approaches certainly would influence the ethical behavior that takes place in youth 
livestock projects and more specifically the actions that are taken by the agriculture teachers and 
agents tasked with supervising the projects.  The three approaches are: ethical egoism, 
utilitarianism, and altruism (Northouse, 2018).  Northouse (2018) describes these three as the 
following: “Ethical egoism states that a person should act so as to create the greatest good for 
her- or himself…Utilitarianism, states that we should behave so as to create the greatest good for 
the greatest number…Altruism is an approach that suggests that actions are moral if their 
primary purpose is to promote the best interests of others” (p.369).  Northouse (2018) continues 
on to describe the principles of ethical leadership by the following, ethical leaders: respect 
others, serve others, are just, are honest, and build community.  Certainly, these are 
characteristics desired in any leader, yet these qualities are essential for those who serve as 
agriculture educators and agents. 
 As mentioned previously, Northouse (2018) provides a questionnaire that will be utilized 
in this study’s survey.  The questionnaire is situational events that the respondents must indicate 
their individual reactions to the scenario.  The responses to this questionnaire are uniform for all 
ten questions and are the following: “A. I would do what is right, B. I would do what benefits the 
most people, C. I would do what a good person would do, D. I would do what shows that I care 
about my relationships, E. I would do what benefits me the most, F. I would do what is fair” 





primary ethical perspective a person would take (Northouse, 2018).  Interestingly enough, 
Northouse (2018) continues on to state that “All ethical perspectives have merit, so these is no 
“best” perspective to maintain” (p.364).   
Ethics in Youth Livestock 
One author defines ethics as “the study of standards of conduct and moral judgement” 
(Wahlberg, 1997, para.6). As this review of literature transitions into the core subject of this 
research, it is imperative to understand that youth livestock projects have long been a part of 
youth agriculture education programs and for many students, families and educators/agents is a 
point of emphasis in the development of students in these programs.  As stated before, the youth 
livestock projects culminate in a competitive arena that is designed to display a student’s hard 
work and dedication to the livestock project.  There are varying reasons for a student’s interest in 
livestock showing and why they are involved in the project.  The reasons include family support, 
farm background, love for animals, friendships and life skills (Fuson, 2016).  For those involved 
in the youth livestock community, it is a known fact that unethical behavior can take place by the 
exhibitor, parent, or even the teacher or agent to aid in the performance of the student and their 
project.  Many studies have been conducted to gain further explanation of these activities, to 
what degree unethical practices take place and who is responsible for the care, ethical or not, or 
the projects.  In an article published by Virginia Cooperative Extension, the author identifies two 
broad categories in the youth livestock exhibition community: “1) practices or procedures done 
to the animal versus 2) behavior by people” (Wahlberg, 1997, para.7).  The following is intended 
to feature relevant findings that will contribute to the validity of the purpose for this study.   
Goodwin, Murphy and Byers (2002) state that “the issue of livestock show ethics gained 





shows in the United States” (para. 1). Goodwin, Murphy and Briers (2002) also state that “these 
unscrupulous practices not only threaten the future of 4-H and FFA youth development programs 
involving livestock, they also threaten consumer confidence in a safe and wholesome food 
supply” (para. 3).  Rusk and Machtmes (2003) created a lesson consisting of a pre and posttest 
that addressed the livestock exhibiting, raising and fitting.  This yielded results that showed 
improvements in student’s comprehension of knowledge regarding their livestock projects (Rusk 
& Machtmes, 2003).  As recent as 2002 and 2003, the Ohio State Fair saw livestock entries that 
failed residue testing and had illegal growth enhancers in urine samples and also the use of 
artificial hair or glue to alter the animal’s appearance (Connors & Dever, 2005).  These are just a 
few examples of what can be done to improve the performance of an animal.  A study in 1990 
revealed alarming data that exhibitors participating in an unspecified major livestock show 
admitted to partaking in unethical practices.  The following is an insert from an article 
highlighting a presentation by Dr. Jeff Goodwin. Data from this show revealed “7.9 percent gave 
steroids to their animals, 42.5 gave tranquilizers, and 24.8 gave diuretics; 37.5 falsified 
registration papers; and 25 percent gave illegal drugs” ("Livestock shows a lesson in ethics, 
animal care", 2001, para. 5).  The article continues on to state that the ethical treatment of 
livestock projects has improved due to proactive strategies (“Livestock shows a lesson in ethics, 
animal care”, 2001). 
A study conducted by Connors and Dever (2005) was designed to identify unethical 
practices as seen by secondary agricultural educators, determine the level of the unethical 
practices and compare the seriousness of the perceptions.  This study incorporated the student, 
parents and professional assistance that take place at youth livestock events.  The most common 





projects with the intention of increases the odds of winning (Connors & Dever, 2005).  An 
average of 43.1% of the respondents indicated that parents or teachers were preparing the 
animals for competition and extreme techniques were used to increase a lamb’s ability to brace 
(Connors & Dever, 2005). 32.7% of respondents observed professionals grooming animals for 
the show instead of the exhibitor (Connors & Dever, 2005).  The involvement of parents, 
educators/agents, and professionals will be expanded upon later. Rounding out the top five of 
common responses was the “integrity of the livestock judge” (Connors & Dever, 2005).  Connors 
and Dever (2005) went on to note that of the top five most common responses, four of the 
responses dealt with human interaction, while only one observation dealt directly to animal 
welfare.  The study targeted a different audience than Dr. Goodwin’s, the two studies bring to 
light to perceptions that are made considering the role of the individual in the youth livestock 
community.   
A portion of a study that was conducted by Nestor (2001) resembles this particular study 
in regards determining the unethical practices at youth livestock events by agriculture educators 
and agents.  Nestor (2001) found that the two most common issues that were observed were 
similar to those that were observed in previous studies, and that is exhibitors and parents 
questioning the integrity of the judge and also students not being involved in the preparation 
work necessary to enter the show ring.  An important point to make from this study was the most 
frequent unethical observations were the actions of individuals and not involving unethical 
practices toward the animal (Nestor, 2001).  Though the respondents did not witness the abusive 
behavior toward the animal, the study yielded responses that suggested the behavior was present 
and observed by the educators and agents (Nestor, 2001).  The descriptive nature of this study 





the perception based on the reader, the survey contained questions that were extremely specific 
and reduced the opportunity to misguide the results.  Examples from the survey that highlight the 
specificity include: “Feeding salt or salty feeds to animals so that they drink more water to make 
them weight more, Breaking animals to lead with a tractor or 4-wheeler, Hitting and abusing 
uncooperative animals during or after the show” (Nestor, 2001, p.20).  Though all questions were 
not as detailed as these examples, the specific nature of these questions allowed for a truer 
representation of what was being observed.   
The Rules 
 The governing bodies for youth livestock events are charged with the insuring that the 
events they host are of the upmost honest and reputable for the exhibitors.  Rules, guidelines and 
restrictions are published and accessible to all exhibitors that have the intention of exhibiting 
livestock at these events.  Though they can be vast and appear exhausting to read, 
teachers/agents, exhibitors and parents are typically familiar with the expectations once they 
enter the livestock show.   
 Many major shows detail the rules that are to be followed and will even provide specific 
examples like the following that was extracted from the rulebook for the American Royal 
prohibiting exhibitors from “injection of gas, air, oil, or other foreign substances; cutting/tearing 
of the hide/underneath the hide”, “using foreign substances to build or cosmetically re-shape 
feet; as well as “twining” which includes the attachment of hair or hair substances”, “disrupt or 
change normal dental development” and “artificially filling animals internally, which includes 
stomach pumping, drench tubes” (“Exhibitor Information”, n.d., p.27 ).  This particular rule was 
selected as an example to emphasize how specific the rules can be, and also to give examples of 





elaborate on both the examples that are printed and also practices that could potentially take 
place the following is added as an excerpt from the Georgia National Livestock Show State 
Show Rule Book specie specific rules and regulations (2019): 
Lambs- “An exhibitor, or anyone assisting an exhibitor, is not allowed to aggressively or 
loudly pop, slap or strike their sheep at any time during the show. Failure to abide by this 
rule will result in disqualification (Georgia 4-H and FFA State Livestock Shows, p. 13).” 
Goats- “Goats must be housed in the barn from check-in to completion of showing. 
Housing in trailers is not allowed (Georgia 4-H and FFA State Livestock Shows, p. 15).” 
Swine- “All exhibitors must maintain continuous full ownership, possession and provide 
primary care for their animal project from the time of entry until show day. The animal 
cannot be shown in any show or place in any other name other than the exhibitor's name 
from time of entry to date of show (Georgia 4-H and FFA State Livestock Shows, p. 
21).” 
Cattle- “Force filling of heifers with any substance, water included, is prohibited. This 
includes use of pumps, drenches, tubes, hoses, etc. All heifers must be shown in their 
natural conformation and structure without alteration by modification except for the 
grooming and treatment of the hair and trimming of the hooves. No graphite, hair, cotton 





The intention of these examples is to further add to the statement previously regarding the 
different types of unethical practices that have to be monitored at livestock shows.  This study 
will incorporate the rules that regulate the aforementioned livestock show in order to gain the 
perspective of those charged with supervising the livestock projects of the students.   
Ethical Presentations 
 Research has been performed to determine the impact of educational implementation of 
livestock ethics curriculum to students who participate in livestock competitions or potentially 
have involvement in youth livestock projects. Ankrom (et al. 2009) found that 81.4 percent of 
youth and 75% of adults involved in youth livestock had participated in a livestock ethics course.  
The studies have found positive results from these educational opportunities.  Rusk and 
Machtmes (2003) used college seniors majoring in agriculture education to teach the lesson to 
students as the seniors completed their student teaching experience.  The student teachers were 
given the PowerPoint presentation and the Goodwin video “A line in the Sand” (Rusk & 
Machtmes, 2003).  Utilizing a pretest and posttest, the researcher was able to determine that 
students improved their knowledge by 9.9% between the two tests once the presentation 
presented.  This presentation was designed in a manner that more directly dealt with the ethical 
and unethical treatment of the animal.  The presentation made a particular point to highlight Dr. 
Jeff Goodwin’s questions of: “1) Does the practice violate Food and Drug Administration Law? 
2) Is the practice fraudulent misrepresentation of the animal? 3) Does the practice compromise 
the welfare of the animal? 4) Does the practice relate to real world agriculture?” (Rusk & 
Machtmes, 2003, para. 6).  Furthermore, Rusk and Machtmes (2003) found that the greatest gain 





“1) Characteristics of a trustworthy livestock exhibitor, 2) Links in the food safety chain, 
3) Percentage of U.S. food animals that comes from youth livestock shows, and 4) The 
most important reason to address the issue of livestock show ethics” (para. 10). 
 Goodwin, Murphy and Briers (2002) conducted a similar study that encompassed a larger 
audience of 918 participants from six states that are involved in youth livestock shows, including 
exhibitors, parents, and teachers/agents.  The control group in this study was asked to determine 
if the practices listed were considered ethical or unethical before the experimental treatment, 
while the same was asked of the treatment once the treatment had been conducted (Goodwin, et 
al., 2002).  As in the study previously mentioned of Dr. Jeff Goodwin’s, this experiment 
primarily dealt directly with the animal itself, rather than the human influences.  While the 
control group yielded a 91.75% accuracy to the questionnaire, the treatment group produced a 
statistically significant difference of 3.25% (95%) (Goodwin, et al., 2002).  Another statistical 
mark worth noting is perfect scores on the questionnaire were 64.1% and 79.6% for the control 
group and treatment group respectively (Goodwin, et al., 2002).  The study takes no stance on 
the whether or not unethical behaviors were changed after being exposed to the treatment, yet the 
authors argue that ethical cognition did occur in the treatment of group as a result of the 
treatment (Goodwin, et al., 2002). 
 The state of Texas is home to the largest number of youth livestock exhibitors in the 
nation and have taken progressive measures to ensure that the practices being utilized are ethical 
and safe for the animals and exhibitors alike (Goebel).  The program Quality Counts has the dual 
purpose of ensuring the character development of the students involved and the proper care of 
the animals they are responsible for (Goebel).  A study was conducted to gain insight into the 





program (Coufal, 2007).  Coufal (2007) states that the purpose of Quality Counts is to: “1) 
Enhance character education for Texas 4-H and FFA Youth, 2) Ensure all 4-H and FFA projects 
meet all food quality standards; and 3) Promote a positive image of youth livestock programs” 
(p.1).  Coufal (2007) notes that 89 of 93 respondents saw changes in youth and adults 
participating in the Quality Counts program.  Coufal (2007) further states that responses 
indicated knowledge gained pertained directly to drug residue and withdrawals significantly over 
all other knowledge areas, with ethics and character being the second most common response.  In 
an article by Boleman and Zanolini (2016) it is stated in reference to Quality Counts, “Quality 
Assurance – when a 4-H or FFA youth decides to show a market project at a major livestock 
show in Texas, he or she knows they are raising the project to contribute to the world’s most 
nutritious and safe food supply. That is the contract a youth makes with themselves, their family, 
their advisor, and the respective livestock show” (para. 4).  This article from 2016, adds an 
opinion of validation for the program and benefits that are proven in the study from Coufal 
(2007).   
Adult Involvement 
 Those that hold the youth livestock programs in high regard would attest to the project as 
being a family activity, in which family members contribute in some aspect to the project.  This 
attribute of livestock exhibition is one of many reasons why students become involved (Fuson, 
2016).  Though from an ethical perspective, some have suggested the over involvement from 
parents, teachers/agents, or professionals create an unfair advantage for some exhibitors.  
Agriculture teachers and agents were surveyed in West Virginia and the results yielded that 
adults involved in the livestock showing community were observed: questioning the integrity of 





exhibitor or the judge (Nestor, 2001).  A large percentage of respondents also observed 
professionals “fitting” animals for show instead of the exhibitor (Nestor, 2001).  For those 
involved in the youth livestock industry, it has become common place to see industry 
professionals involved in the show ring preparation and can be considered controversial as to the 
ethical nature of this practice.   
 Expanding on the previous statement, a research study was conducted to address the issue 
of excessive adult involvement in the preparation of youth livestock projects (Goodwin, Murphy, 
& Wieser, n.d.).  Two important purposes of this study were to look at the perceptions of adult 
involvement and to also gain insight into the perception of what an adult’s role should be in the 
project (Goodwin et al., n.d.). A pretest and posttest were conducted with a video presentation 
addressing the topic between.  Goodwin et al(n.d.) found that the parent played the biggest adult 
role garnering 69.3% of the opinions; teachers and agent were 4.4% and 7.1% respectively, while 
the livestock breeder was 22.7% and professional fitters were 3.1 % according to post results.  
The authors noted that respondents “clearly perceived” excessive adult involvement (Goodwin et 
al., n.d.).  Overall, the study found that 97.3% of adult respondents and 92.1% of youth 
exhibitors felt the issue of excessive adult involvement needed to be addressed.  The results of 
the study expressed that excessive adult involvement is commonplace at youth livestock shows 
and should be the responsibility of those responsible for the show to control the involvement of 
adults (Goodwin et al., n.d.).  More specifically, research compiled by Ankrom (et al. 2009) 
broke down specifically the role of the adult in the involvement as perceived by the adult 









Perceptions of the Ethical Nature of “Unethical Practices” (Ankrom et al. 2009, p.26) 
 
 
This data specifically determines what adult involvement practices are deemed unethical by the 
youth compared to the adults.  The results suggest that adults tend to be more tolerant of adult 
involvement unless its adults preparing or grooming the animals for show.  Furthermore, 
Ankrom et al (2009) concluded that adults and youth sharing the responsibility of preparing 
animals for show was perceived as ethical. 
 A study titled “Exhibition Experiences and Adult Interaction in Youth Livestock 
Projects”, conducted by (Johnson, et al., 2019) was based on the research questions of: 
 1. What were youth exhibitors’ livestock exhibition experiences?  
2. Which adults (i.e., parent/guardian, expert livestock exhibitors, 4-H volunteer), 
according to the youths’ perceptions, served as sources of livestock knowledge and 
modeled positive behaviors regarding livestock exhibition 
3. What were youth exhibitors’ views of competition in livestock exhibition? (p.87) 
Though all of these were relevant to this particular study, question two responses yielded results 





the least beneficial of the adults involved was the 4-H volunteer (Johnson, et al., 2019).  
Furthermore, these respondents of this survey also suggested that the example being set by the 
adults was a positive when working with the students and their livestock projects (Johnson, et al., 
2019).  The interactions with the adult involvement ranged from section of animals to 
reproductive technologies to show ring strategies and techniques (Johnson, et al., 2019).   
 The nature of youth livestock projects puts certain limitations on the youth simply 
because of their age and inability to perform particular functions associated with livestock 
exhibition (ex.: hauling livestock, carrying heavy equipment, diagnosing health concerns of the 
animal, etc.).  Adults involvement is evident and essential in many aspects and many appear to 
have taken appropriate action to involve themselves as ethically as possible, as is evidence from 
4,240 adults who participated in the Texas Quality Counts program (Coufal, 2007).  Yet, 
Connors and Dever (2005) still suggest that two of the top five most unethical practices involve 
adults is parents and teachers preparing the animals for show and adults and exhibitors 
questioning the judge’s integrity.  Some shows have implemented “restriction of assistance” 
rules to better monitor adult involvement (Goodwin et al., n.d.). 
Occurrences and Perceptions 
 Considering the population that is surveyed in this study and aspect that the findings will 
be the perceptions of the agriculture teachers and agents, two studies previously conducted at 
West Virginia University add validity to the unethical practices taking place in youth livestock 
events.  The study titled “Perceptions of Ethical Practices in Youth livestock Shows” sought to 
determine what exhibitors and parents deemed ethical at youth livestock events (Ankrom, et al., 
2009).  Though this is a different perspective compared to the study by conducted by the author, 





perceive and a later comparison could be done between the two studies.  The previously 
mentioned study was able to decipher what youth and adults separately consider ethical and is 
highlighted in the chart below: 
Figure 2.3  
 
Perceptions of the Ethical Nature of “Unethical Practices” (Ankrom et al. 2009, p.24) 
 
 
Ankrom is using examples of animal welfare issues is this particular illustration and compared to 
other findings in the study, the adult and youth opinions more closely align regarding animal 
welfare. Nestor (2001) gathered the perceptions of agriculture teachers and agents in West 
Virginia.  Nestor (2001) found that two of the three most highly observed practices dealt with 
human interaction (ex. Adults and youth questioning the integrity of the livestock judge).  
Though the 2
nd
 highest observation was adults preparing animals for the show, the lowest 
reported observations dealt more specifically with animal welfare issues (ex. Use of injectable 





 The perceptions and observations differentiating between male and female respondents is 
supported in previous studies.  Connors & Dever (2005) state that “males observed more 
unethical practices related to animal health, animal management, adult involvement, and altering 
animals”, while females more frequently observed “general unethical practices and overt 
fraudulent practices” (para.2).  Nestor (2001) supports this claim using the examples that females 
more frequently observed adults and youth questioning the integrity of the judge, paying extreme 
prices for animals, leaving animals unattended, etc.  Reasoning for this is stated by Connors & 
Dever (2005), “Male respondents may be more involved, and therefore aware, of unethical 
practices related to animal health, management, and altering, while females are more sensitive to 
ethical issues and fraudulent practices” (para.2).  
Connors and Dever (2005) go on to conclude that the years of experience of the 
respondent correlated to the frequency that unethical practices were observed.  They state,  
“Years of experience with youth livestock exhibitions affected how often agriculture 
teachers observed unethical practices. The experience level and knowledge of unethical 
practices of the secondary agricultural educators could explain the difference between the 
groups. Because the issue of unethical practices at youth livestock exhibitions is 
relatively new, younger teachers who have been teaching for less than ten years may be 
more sensitive to these ethical dilemmas” (Connors & Dever, 2005, para.1). 
A simple conclusion could be formed between these two studies to determine that male teachers 
and agents with more years of experience would be less likely to observe unethical practices and 
likewise, female respondents with fewer years of experience would potentially observe unethical 







 The purpose of this review was to bring forth factual and conclusive evidence of the 
ethical nature of youth livestock projects.  The value added to an exhibitor’s character and 
development has evidence represented through research, yet the unethical practices that 
accompany the livestock projects brought into perspective. Evidence has been produced to 
suggest that a student’s involvement in youth livestock projects is a worthwhile endeavor, which 
contains many benefits to the exhibitor.  No different than any other competitive arena, the 
competitive aspect of youth livestock competitions bring about the practices that those within the 
community and the governing bodies would suggest being unethical. The typical unethical 
practices potentially deal with animal welfare and also human interaction amongst this youth 
project.  This variance in practices creates difficulties for teachers/agents, livestock exhibitors 
and those associated with these programs and livestock shows.   
Determining what is perceived by those charged with supervising these projects has the 
potential to create a data source to assist in the regulating of youth livestock events in Georgia.  
Furthermore, understanding what ethical stance a teacher or agent will take can create a 
beneficial learning and training experience for those involved.  Agriculture educators and 
extension agents are tasked with insuring that a student’s livestock project entails an ethically 
sound experience that students will gain the necessary skill set and intangibles that the project 
was designed for.  It is with the intention that this study will bring clarification to the state of 
Georgia youth livestock activities in regards to the ethical nature in which the youth livestock 









 This chapter serves as the summary for the process in the research design of the 
quantitative study.  Once the purpose of the study was determined, the research questions were 
developed to target the intended purpose of the study. The population being surveyed was 
determined based on the relationship of the respondents and their responsibilities associated with 
youth livestock projects in the state of Georgia. The two primary sources of supervision for 
youth livestock projects in Georgia derive from The University of Georgia Agriculture Extension 
programs and the Georgia Department of Education Agriculture Educators, either which serve on 
a local or school-based level.   
 The purpose of this study at the core is to determine unethical practices associated with 
youth livestock projects, the ethical leadership style of those tasked with supervising the projects 
and what is the relationship of the observations between the two responding entities.  The 
intention of the study aims to provide evidence to increase the ethical nature and livestock ethics 
education for students, parents, agents/teachers and all others associated with the program.  
2019-2020 Georgia National Livestock Shows fielded 2806 exhibitors and 4895 animals 
(Appendix A), it is the intention of the study to aid in the progressive steps to continue this 




A surveying procedure was used that did not consist of a control group to gather 
quantitative data.  With the agriculture teachers and agents all being available for contact via 
email, these two groups were contacted with the assistance of Georgia Agriculture Education and 





expanded upon later.  Two of the surveys, by Nestor (2001) and Ankrom (et al., 2008), dealt 
directly with the livestock and exhibitors themselves.  Some of these questions were adapted to 
reflect a more accurate representation of what practices are used today.  Northouse (2018), 
provides this study with a ten-question scenario based-questionnaire to evaluate the respondent’s 
reactions to particular scenarios.   
 Approval was gained from the Georgia Agriculture Education and Georgia 4-H 
leadership to email potential respondents, with the Georgia Agriculture Education Department 
allowing access to all teachers in the state and Georgia 4-H providing an approved list of 
potential respondents. 
Purpose of the Study 
Fulling understanding the perceptions of what primary youth livestock supervisors 
(agriculture teachers and agents) witness while assisting students with their livestock projects 
aids in providing factual data that creates a more ethical environment in which students compete 
with their livestock projects.  Furthermore, data gained from this study allows teachers and 
agents to understand what their peers view as ethical and unethical in regards to youth livestock 
projects.  Agriculture teachers and agents have a responsibility to their students to ensure that 
they are fully aware of the accepted, ethical practices that can be utilized in their livestock 
project.  Furthermore, the ethical perspective of this the study provides a deeper understanding of 
the ethical leadership style of teachers and agents and identifies the stances that are being taken 
when faced with ethical dilemmas.  The ethical perspective of an individual determines the 
actions they take when faced with questionable situations.  Northouse (2018) states that, “The 
choices leaders make and how they respond in a given circumstance are informed and directed 





ethical stance to take place. Though these professionals have many responsibilities within their 
occupation, they serve as leaders to youth and more specifically in the area of youth livestock.  
The data gathered gives a perspective of what actions could potentially be taken to assist 
agriculture teachers and agents in their roles as leaders.  
Research Questions 
1.  What type of ethical perspectives do agriculture educators and agricultural extension/4-H 
agents identify with? 
2. What are the differences in the practices that are being observed by agriculture teachers and 
agricultural extension/4-H agents? 
Descriptions of Population 
 
 Agriculture educators and agriculture extension agents/4-H leaders fulfill many roles 
within their occupation.  One of the most recognizable would be the supervision of youth 
livestock projects and the exhibition of these projects.  The level of experience and skill set 
certainly may vary amongst this population, but the constant within this population would be the 
responsibility to supervise these projects as they are being raised by the students and also while 
they are being exhibited at livestock competitions.  It is understood that not every agriculture 
educator or agent is tasked with the responsibility of supervising livestock projects, yet Georgia 
is a majority rural state with most counties having students participating in youth livestock 
events. 
 Through the state agriculture education director, the survey instrument is dispersed 
through the listserv to the agriculture educators and an approved list of agents was supplied to 
use as potential respondents.  The population consists of agriculture educators and agents 





the survey being submitted anonymously through the survey instrument.  The only indicating 
data through this is gender, experience level of the teacher/agent, age, race, area of the state, and 
position title of agriculture teacher or agriculture agent/4-H agent.   
Description of Instruments 
 Previous research has yielded useful surveys that have been utilized to address similar 
research questions.  These questionnaires addressed the ethical and unethical nature that is 
associated with youth livestock events.  There have been attempts to contact the committee chair 
for the study titled: “Unethical Practices in Exhibiting animals as observed by West Virginia 
Extension Agents and High School Agriculture Education Teacher” (Nestor, 2001).  Though this 
researcher was unable to make contact with any member of the committee, this study wishes to 
acknowledge the study conducted by Jared Nestor.  Another study titled “Perceptions of Ethical 
Practices in Youth Livestock Shows” (Ankrom, et al., 2008), offered a survey that portions were 
able to be adapted to this study and create the desired survey.  Permission was granted by Ms. 
Ankrom’s committee chair, Dr. Harry N. Boone of West Virginia University.  The email 
confirmation can be found in the Appendix B.  
Much of this study hinges on the responses to Northouse (2018) survey titled “Ethical 
Leadership Style Questionnaire”.  This is an abbreviated version of his more extensive 
questionnaire.  This portion of the survey will have respondents place themselves in a situational 
event and indicate the response they would choose to take.  Northouse (2018) instructs, “Place 
yourself in the role of the leader or manger in the situation and indicate with an “X” you most 
preferred response.  Your most preferred response is the response that best describes why you 
would do what you would do in that particular situation” (p.360).  Important to note that 
Northouse (2018) states that there is no correct or incorrect response.  The available responses 





I would do what is right: This option includes following the rules, meeting my 
responsibilities, fulfilling my obligations, and adhering to organization policy. Rules in 
this context may be explicit or implicit. 
I would do what benefits the most people: This option includes doing what helps the 
most people overall and what creates the greatest total happiness. It also includes doing 
the greatest good for the greatest number. 
I would do what a good person would do: This option includes exhibiting excellence of 
character, acting with integrity, and being faithful to one’s principles. This option 
includes employing virtues such as courage, honesty, and loyalty. 
I would do what shows that I care about my close relationships: This option includes 
building and maintaining caring relationships, nurturing relationships, and being 
responsive to the needs of others. It gives special consideration to those with whom I 
share a personal bond or commitment. 
I would do what benefits me the most: This option includes achieving my goals, being 
successful in my assigned task, and advancing my career. it also includes doing things 
that are in my self-interest. 
I would do what is fair: This option includes acting with justice, being equitable to others, 
and treating others fairly. it also includes distributing benefits and burdens to everyone 
equally.  (Northouse, 2018, p.360) 
 Following the scoring of this particular questionnaire is imperative to the validity of the 
data.  The rubric given by Northouse (2018) was used to identify the ethical perspectives of the 





which populations have tendencies towards particular perspectives.  These findings along with 
the individual practices that are identified allow this researcher to determine which population of 
project supervisors are witnessing which practices and correlate that the respondent’s ethical 
perspectives. 
 The survey platform was utilized to create a questionnaire on a four-point linear 
agreement.  The advantage of using this google platform is the accessibility to Microsoft Excel 
and the ability to import directly into the program.  The advantage of the four-point linear scale 
is to have respondents to be more specific with their responses and not offer a neutral opinion to 
be submitted.    
 Before the survey was administered via email to Georgia agriculture educators and 
agents, a pilot study was conducted to ensure the validity and clarity of the questionnaire.  The 
respondents included in the pilot study were former agriculture educators or agents that have left 
the occupation, yet still have or had significant involvement in the youth livestock industry. The 
suggestions and recommendations from the pilot study respondents were taken into consideration 
and minimal modifications were made to the survey. Suggestions for improving the survey were 
limited to grammatical errors, punctuation, use of vocabulary, and simple rewording of questions 
or statements.  Three of the pilot study respondents provided feedback via email and those emails 
can be found in Appendix C.  The updated survey questions that were sent to respondents can be 
found in Appendix G.  Utilizing a pilot study also allows the researcher to determine if the means 
of administering the study are suitable to obtain accurate responses from the respondents.  
IRB Approval 
 By the standards set forth by Murray State University the researcher completed the 





D).  Approval of the survey instrument and methods of the research were received from the 
Murray State Internal Review Board.  Permission was granted to the begin collecting data 
(Appendix E) and only approved documents were to be used. Specifically, this included the 
cover letter to be sent to the potential respondents (Appendix F). 
Data Security 
 The survey for this research was dispersed electronically via professional email addresses 
associated with the respondent’s position and title.  Though email addresses were utilized, there 
are no individual names associated with the responses for this survey.  Data collected through 
this survey instrument were submitted anonymously by the respondent.  The data is stored on the 
researcher’s password protected computer with access only granted to the researcher and the 
researchers committee until to completion of the study.  Upon competition the only data 
information that will be made available will be the results of computed information from the 
survey. 
Variables in the Study 
 The research questions themselves do not identify obvious variables, yet in conjunction 
with the survey instrument variables can be identified.  Independent variables identified from the 
research questions are the ethical perspectives and values of each respondent, while the 
dependent variable would be the respondent’s reaction when placed in particular scenarios. 
Considering that the survey was administered to agriculture teachers and agriculture/ 4-H agents, 
the position title of the respondent serves as an obvious variable.  Other variables that are 
included in the study pertain primarily to demographical information, such as: age, gender, and 





involvement with youth livestock projects and also area in the state in which the respondent 
works.   
Procedures for Data Analysis 
Microsoft Excel offers the capabilities to utilize frequency and t-test.  To determine the 
ethical leadership style of the respondents, the frequency of each variable was computed (Fields, 
2009).  This allowed for a percentage of responses to be assigned to each of the ethical 
leadership styles.  A t-test was used to determine if there is a statistical difference between the 
respondents based on occupation title (Coolidge, 2006).  A p-value is determined to detect the 
probability of the claims to be accurate.  For statistical significance the p-value needs to be equal 
to or less than 0.05.   
 The questions identified by the research to fall into one of five categories dealing with the 
unethical practices involved in youth livestock exhibition.  The categories were adopted from a 
previous study conducted by Ankrom (et. al., 2008).  The categories are as followed: Animal 
welfare issues, unethical practices, potential fraudulent practices, deceptive show practices, and 
inappropriate adult/youth behavior (Ankrom, et. al., 2008).  The categories allow a descriptive 
analysis to be formed to determine which unethical practices are most observed by agriculture 
educators and agents.  The more specific ethical perspective of the respondents is addressed in 
the ten-question questionnaire from Northouse (2018).  This data is utilized to find the frequency 
of ethical leadership style of the two described populations in the survey (agriculture teacher and 
agriculture/4-H agents). Descriptive statistics summarize data in a meaningful, practical manner 
("Descriptive and Inferential Statistics,” 2018).  Presenting raw data from a survey provides little 
insight into the findings of the survey and the use of descriptive statistics allows for an easier 






 The population that was surveyed holds positions of agricultural educators and 
agriculture extension/ 4-H agents in the state of Georgia.   In most cases being employed in these 
positions as agents or public educators requires the supervision of youth livestock projects at the 
exhibitor’s home and also at shows across the state of Georgia.  This chapter serves as a 
guideline as to how this study was conducted.  The use of a linear scale allows for the responses 
to be more decisive, removing any options for the respondent to take a neutral stance on any 
issue.  In addition, the Northouse questionnaire provides necessary information that can used to 
determine the ethical perspectives of the respondents.  The t-test was utilized in a manner that 
allows the frequencies of each observation, scenario or perspective to be compared to the 
differing populations that can be created based on the demographical information. Understanding 
the perspectives of the individual populations allows for data that can assist in the continuing 















Chapter 4  
Data Collection 
 To this point, the writings have provided the framework for the study, methodology and a 
literature basis to support the research.  The three surveys that were utilized to construct this 
survey were: “Unethical Practices in Exhibiting Animals as Observed by West Virginia 
Extension Agents and High School Agriculture Education Teacher” (Nestor, 2001), “Perceptions 
of Ethical Practices in Youth Livestock Shows” (Ankrom, et al., 2008), and “Ethical Leadership 
Style Questionnaire” (Northouse, 2018, p.360).  Respondent’s answers to this study’s survey 
provided sufficient data to accurately address the research questions.  The Nestor and Ankrom 
surveys provided the basis for the livestock practices that are witnessed at youth livestock events, 
while the Northouse survey provided an ethical perspective to the respondent’s ethical leadership 
style.  Beyond the surveys mentioned, demographical data was collected to add a greater 
perspective of the population being surveyed.   
The survey was emailed to a total of N=573 agriculture educators, young farmer teachers, 
agriculture and 4-H agents with responses from n= 232.  This gave a response rate of 40.48%.  
The number of agriculture educators and young farmer teachers that were emailed the survey 
were N= 514 with a total response of n=194, creating a 37.7% response rate.  Access was 
granted to issue the survey to all current agriculture educators and young farmer teachers.  An 
approved list of N=59 agriculture and 4-H agents was utilized to issue the survey and this 
population of potential respondents had n= 38 responses providing a 64.4% response rate.   
The potential respondents were sent an email including a cover letter, detailing the 
purpose of the survey, and a link to survey.  An email containing these items was sent on 
September 8
th







2020 as a reminder to all potential respondents.  All of the responses were collected through the 
google survey instrument and exported into Excel to process the data.   
Of the respondents, 34 (89.47%) of the 38 agriculture/4-H agents responded that they 
supervised youth livestock projects (Table 4.1), while 168 (86.59%) of the 194 agriculture 
educators or young farmer advisors supervised youth livestock projects (Table 4.2).   
Table 4.1 
 
Summary of Agriculture/4-H Agent Respondents to Youth Livestock Project 
Supervision  
 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid Yes 34 89.47 89.47 
No 4 10.53 10.53 




Summary of Agriculture Educators and Young Farmer Advisors Respondents to Youth 
Livestock Project Supervision  
 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid Yes 168 86.59 86.59 
No 26 13.41 13.41 
Total 194 100.0 100.0 
 
Other demographic data that was collected included: gender, age, years of experience, 
region employed, statistical area of employment (metropolitan, micropolitan, rural), and species 





agriculture educators/young farmer advisors), a comparison is not being drawn between the two. 
Agriculture/4-H agent respondents were represented by 63.1% females, 31.5% males. 2.6% 
preferred not to say, and 2.6% did not answer, while agriculture educators’ respondents were 
47.9% female, 50.5% male, and 1.5% did not answer.  Age ranges were broken up into 5-year 
ranges to add to the specifics of the demographic data.  Agriculture/4-H agents age range 
percentages are represented below: 
Figure 4.1 
 



























Agriculture educators/young farmer advisors age range percentages are represented below:  
Figure 4.2 
 




The years of experience for the agriculture/4-H agents is displayed below: 
Figure 4.3 
 




The years of experience for the agriculture educators/young farmer advisors is displayed the 
chart below: 
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The demographical data also provided statistics regarding the description of the area that 
the respondents were employed.  Agriculture/4-H agents responded that 2.6% worked in a 
metropolitan area, 7.8% in a micropolitan area, and 89.47% worked in a rural area.  Agriculture 
educators/young farmer advisors responded that 6.7% worked in metropolitan areas, 20.1% in 
micropolitan areas, 73.19% in rural areas, and .51% did not answer the question.  The definitions 
for these statistical areas are previously mentioned in this writing and are also found in the 
definitions.  As mentioned previously, extension/4-H agents are occupied in four separate 
districts (Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest) in the state of Georgia and agriculture 
educators/young farmer advisors are employed in three regions (North, Central, and South) in the 
state. Percentage of respondents from the agriculture/4-H agent Northeast District were 23.6%, 
from the Northwest District 15.7%, from the Southeast District 21%, from the Southwest District 
36.8%, and 2.6% did not answer.  Agriculture educators/young farmer advisors from the North 
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Region represented 41.2%, from Central Region 27.8%, from the South Region 28.8%, and 2% 
did not answer.   
Data collected pertaining to the individual species of livestock that is supervised by the 
agriculture/4-H agent respondents is: beef cattle 21%, dairy cattle 2.6%, goats 18.4%, sheep 
7.8%, swine 28.9%, all species 7.8%, and those that do not supervise youth livestock projects 
represented 10.5% of the respondents.  Agriculture educators/young farmer advisors reported 
that: 25.25% supervised beef cattle, .51% supervised dairy cattle, 12.57% supervised goats, 6.1% 
supervise sheep, 36.59% supervise swine, 4.6% supervise multiple species, .51% supervise all 
species, and 13.4% do not supervise youth livestock projects.   
Research Question One 
Research question one states, “What type of ethical perspectives do agriculture educators 
and agricultural extension/4-H agents identify with?”  To address this research question, the 
question that indicated which occupation title was held by the respondent and also the ten 
question “Ethical Leadership Style Questionnaire” (Northouse, 2018) was used to determine the 
ethical perspective of the respondents.  The respondents were presented with ethical scenarios in 
which they were to respond in one of the following ways: 
I would do what is right 
I would do what benefits the most people 
I would do what a good person would do 
I would do what shows that I care about my relationships 
I would do what benefits me the most 





  To determine the ethical leadership style of the respondent, the action that is selected the 
most frequently will correlate with an ethical leadership style.  For those whose highest 
responses were on multiple answers, they were classified as multiple.  The means in which the 
ethical perspective is assigned to the respondent is clarified in in the methodology of this writing.  
It is important to note that Northouse (2018) mentions that this is an abbreviated survey and that, 
“It is possible that you may have an ethical leadership style that is not fully captured in this 
questionnaire.  Since this is an abridged version of an expanded questionnaire” (p.363).   Taking 
that into consideration, this researcher identified respondents with multiple ethical perspectives 
as identifying with multiple.   
 A frequency was run in excel to determine the ethical perspective of the respondents.  
Agriculture/4-H agents identifying with the “Duty” ethical perspective accounted 89.47% of the 
respondents, while 0.2% of the respondents identified as “Justice”, 0.5% of the respondents 
identified with “Multiple” perspectives, and 0.2% did not answer.   
Figure 4.5 
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Agriculture educators/young farmer advisors identified with the following perspectives: 75.25% 
“Duty”, 14.94% “Justice”, 0.25% “Utilitarian”, 0.15% “Virtue”, 0.51% “Multiple”, and 0.05% 
did not answer. 
Figure 4.6 





The 89.47% of agriculture/4-H agents and the 75.25% of agriculture educators/young 
farmer advisors that have an ethical leadership style that identifies as “Duty” are more likely to 
“follow the rules and do what you think you are supposed to do when facing ethical dilemmas.  
You focus on fulfilling your responsibilities and doing what you think is the right thing to do” 
(Northouse, 2018, p.363-364).  The 14.94% of agriculture educators/young farmer advisors and 
the 0.2% of agriculture/4-H agents that identify with the “Justice” ethical leadership style would 
“focus on treating others fairly when facing ethical dilemmas…You try to make sure the benefits 
and burdens of decisions are shared equitably between everyone concerned” (Northouse, 2018, 
p.264).  The remaining respondents identified with either “Utilitarian”, “Virtue”, “Multiple”, or 
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people overall when facing ethical dilemmas.  You focus on what will create happiness for the 
largest number of individuals” (Northouse, 2018, p.364).  The “Virtue” ethical leadership 
perspective had the smallest response rate of the potential individual ethical leadership styles.  
Those that identified with “Virtue” will “pull from who you are (your character) when facing 
ethical dilemmas.  You act out of integrity, and you are faithful to your own principles of 
goodness” (Northouse, 2018, p. 364).  Though a comparison is not drawn for research question 
one, it is worth noting that both entities relate to “Duty” as their ethical leadership style.   
Research Question 2 
Question 2 served as the only comparison of the two separate surveying entities 
(agriculture/4-H agents and agriculture educators/young farmer advisors).  Question two asks 
“What are the differences in the practices that are being observed by agriculture teachers and 
agricultural extension/4-H agents?”  The questions regarding observations were broken down 
into 5 categories titled: Animal Welfare Issues, Animal Preparation Practices, Potential 
Fraudulent Practices, Deceptive Show Practices, and Inappropriate Youth and Adult Behavior.  
A mean for each individual question was generated for the two entities being compared and a T-
test was ran to determine if there was any significant difference between the two respondent 
entities.   
The first set of questions targeted observations pertaining to animal welfare issues.  The 
questions can be found in the survey located in Appendix G.  Initial observations of the data 
suggested that there was some statistical difference amongst the two groups and a t-test was run. 
Data yielded a statistical difference with a p-value of .02, further adding to the evidence 
presented by the initial observation.  On observations pertaining to animal welfare issues, 





advisors averaged 1.8 as seen in Table 4.3.  Both of these average responses fall between “Never 
Observed” and “Very Seldom Observed”.   
Table 4.3  
 
Animal Welfare Issues Comparison 







  Mean 1.612299 1.845253 
  Variance 0.06502 0.081025 
  Observations 11 11 
  Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
   df 20 
   t Stat -2.02172 
   P(T<=t) one-tail* 0.028395* 
   t Critical one-tail 1.724718 
   P(T<=t) two-tail 0.05679 
   t Critical two-tail 2.085963  
  *p< .05 
The set of questions that dealt with animal preparation practices consisted of six 
questions, also found in Appendix G. One question from this section is “How often have you 
witnessed the use of false hair to improve the confirmation of an animal? (False hair example: 
any hair or hair like objects that are added to the animal)”.   Agriculture/4-H agents’ responses in 
this groups of questions produced a mean score 195 and agriculture educators/young farmer 
advisors had an average of 2.09 as seen in Table 4.4.  The t-test produced a p-value of 0.36, 
resulting in no statistical difference amongst the two respondent groups. The agriculture/4-H 
agents fell slightly under the response of “Very Seldom Observed” at an average of 1.95, while 
the agriculture educators/young farmer advisors were slightly above.  The scale that was used by 
the respondents was the following: 1- Never Observed, 2- Very Seldom Observed, 3- 





Table 4.4  
 
Animal Preparation Practices Comparison  







  Mean 1.957665 2.093433 
  Variance 0.418558 0.428735 
  Observations 6 6 
  Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
   df 10 
   t Stat -0.36129 
   P(T<=t) one-tail 0.362699 
   t Critical one-tail 1.812461 
   P(T<=t) two-tail 0.725398 
   t Critical two-tail 2.228139  
  *p> .05 
 The next portion of the survey that dealt with observations focused specifically on 
observations of potential fraudulent practices.  Again, questions are found in Appendix G and an 
example would be “How often have you witnessed exhibitors showing animals in which they do 
not own?”.  The mean score between the two responding parties yielded very similar results with 
the agriculture/4-H agents averaging 1.623 and the agriculture educators/young farmer advisors 
averaging 1.629.   The scale that was used by the respondents was the following: 1- Never 
Observed, 2- Very Seldom Observed, 3- Occasionally Observed, 4- Frequently Observed. 
The t-test produced a p-value of .49, indicating no significant difference amongst the two.  The 














Table 4.5  
 
Potential Fraudulent Practices Observations 







  Mean 1.623529 1.629743 
  Variance 0.24628 0.150557 
  Observations 5 5 
  Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
   df 8 
   t Stat -0.02206 
   P(T<=t) one-tail 0.491472 
   t Critical one-tail 1.859548 
   P(T<=t) two-tail 0.982943 
   t Critical two-tail 2.306004  
  *p> .05 
The survey offered eight questions for the section dealing with deceptive show practices, 
found in Appendix G.  An example of one of these questions would be, “How often have you 
witnessed the force filling of animals other than what is permitted by the Georgia Junior 
Livestock Show Rule Book?”  The agriculture/4-H agents had an average observation score of 
1.31, while the agriculture educators/young farmer advisors average observation score was 1.44.  
The scale that was used by the respondents was the following: 1- Never Observed, 2- Very 
Seldom Observed, 3- Occasionally Observed, 4- Frequently Observed.  The p-value for this 
comparison was 0.14, indicating that there was not a significant statistical difference between the 











Table 4.6  
 
Deceptive Show Practices Observations 







  Mean 1.281513 1.432147 
  Variance 0.075795 0.058274 
  Observations 7 7 
  Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
   df 12 
   t Stat -1.08845 
   P(T<=t) one-tail 0.148886 
   t Critical one-tail 1.782288 
   P(T<=t) two-tail 0.297772 
   t Critical two-tail 2.178813  
  *p > .05 
The final groups of questions from the observations portion of the survey were designed 
to have agriculture/4-H agents report on inappropriate youth and adult behaviors at youth 
livestock shows.  An example of the five questions in this section would be, “How often do you 
witness adults and youth questioning the integrity of the judge?” The remaining questions can be 
found in Appendix G.  Agriculture/4-H agents had an average observation score of 2.6, while the 
agriculture educators/young farmer advisors had an average score of 2.43.  The scale that was 
used by the respondents was the following: 1- Never Observed, 2- Very Seldom Observed, 3- 
Occasionally Observed, 4- Frequently Observed. The p-value for this was comparison was 0.3, 
which indicates no significant difference.  The chart below displays the mean score for this 









Table 4.7  
 
Inappropriate Youth and Adult Behaviors 







  Mean 2.6 2.439264 
  Variance 0.259343 0.200997 
  Observations 5 5 
  Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
   df 8 
   t Stat 0.529736 
   P(T<=t) one-tail 0.305338 
   t Critical one-tail 1.859548 
   P(T<=t) two-tail 0.610677 
   t Critical two-tail 2.306004  
  *p> .05 
The comparison between agriculture/4-H agents and agriculture educators/young farmer 
advisors was minimal and yielded hardly any statistical difference, except for the questions that 
dealt with animal welfare.  These responses suggested that a trend was beginning with 
agriculture educators/young farmer advisors witnessing these type issues more frequently.  Upon 
further review of the responses that were submitted, it is worth noting that the same four 
observations were reported by both agriculture/4-H agents and also the agriculture 
educators/young farmer advisors as the most frequently observed.  As found in the Akrom 
(2009) and Nestor (2001) surveys, the highest frequency of observations dealt either directly or 
indirectly with adult involvement in youth livestock projects.  The chart below displays the five 
questions with the highest observation frequency and is broken up by occupation.  All of these 
responses fall between the response options of “Very Seldom Observed” and “Occasionally 
Observed”, except for the agriculture/4-H agent’s observations of parents paying extreme prices 
for youth livestock projects.  This particular response fell between “Occasionally Observed” and 







The data and findings from this portion of the research yielded several key pieces of 
information that add value and validity to the study.  This study utilized a quantitative survey 
method and yielded a 40.48% response rate.  From this the ethical leadership style of the agents 
and educators was able to be determined.  Frequency tables, t-test, and correlation were utilized 
to generate meaningful data to support this study.   Discovering 89.47% of the agriculture/4-H 
agents, along with 75.25% of agriculture educators/young farmer advisors identify with Duty 
ethical leadership style.  An overwhelming majority of the respondents indicated that they related 
Table 4.8 
 







How often have you witnessed parents, 
teachers, or agents preparing animals for the 







How often have you witnessed professionals 
preparing animals for the show without any 






How often do you witness adults and youth 






How often do you observe youth that know very 







How often have you witnessed parents paying 
extreme prices for livestock to the point that it 
no longer serves as an educational opportunity 










to a “Duty” ethical leadership style.  Respondents within this category are more likely to do what 
is required of them by the governing body over them.   
Secondly, the differences in the observations by agriculture/4-H agents and agriculture 
educators/young farmer advisors were statistically similar in 4 of the 5 observational categories.  
The only statistically significant difference in observations of agricultural agents and agricultural 
teachers fell in the category of animal welfare.  The other four categories showed no significant 























 The research conducted in this study addresses some of the ethical issues surrounding 
youth livestock projects in the state of Georgia.  Utilizing the agriculture/ 4-H agents and also the 
agriculture educators/young farmer advisors to collect frequency of observations provided data 
to be analyzed.  These individuals serve as supervisors and advisors to students and their 
livestock projects.  The role of the supervisor is to ensure that the student learns how to care for, 
feed, and exhibit the livestock project.  The exhibition portion of these projects lends itself to 
bringing out the competitive nature of those involved with the project.  With this come certain 
portions of this population that will break rules and involve unethical practices.  These practices 
were classified in this study into five categories.  The categories were as followed: Animal 
Welfare Issues, Animal Preparation Practices, Potential Fraudulent Practices, and Deceptive 
Show Practices.  The categories and the corresponding questions are located in Appendix G.  
Adding depth to the study came with leadership ethical survey that was included on the survey.  
This data allowed for the respondents to be identified as relating to a “Duty” ethical leadership 
style and when this is combined with the observational data, we can conclude the best method of 
educating supervisors, parents and exhibitors of youth livestock projects.  This is supported in 
Kohlberg’s Theory of moral development.  Level two of this theory suggests individuals will 
perform necessary roles and uphold expectations (Barger, 2000). 
Research Question Discussion 
Research Question One   
Research question one was to determine the ethical leadership style of the respondents.  





ethical leadership style survey used was one that was developed by Northouse (2018).  The 
survey provided ethical scenarios in which the respondents had to provide an answer based on 
how they would respond in that situation.  It is important to note that the author of the survey 
indicated that there is no right or wrong answer to the scenarios (Northouse, 2018).  Though a 
comparison was not made, the data is reported based on occupation title with agriculture/4-H 
agents identifying 89.47% with “Duty Ethics” and 75.25% agriculture educators/young farmer 
advisors identifying as “Duty Ethics”.  This suggests that the respondent would “follow the rules 
and do what you think you are supposed to do when facing ethical dilemmas” (Northouse, 2018).   
A significant data point worth addressing is that 14.94% of agriculture educators/young farmer 
advisors identify with “Justice Ethics”.  This ethical leadership style suggests that the 
respondents would “focus on treating others fairly when facing ethical dilemmas.  You try to 
make sure the benefits and burdens of decisions are shared equitably between everyone 
concerned” (Northouse, 2018).  This information is foundational in the aspect that there is now 
an ethical leadership style that the majority of respondents relate to.  Leadership for the 
supporting organizations can now focus educational opportunities on the fact that the majority of 
those responsible for supervising youth livestock projects will do what is required of them in 
regards to their occupation. Therefore, ensure that policy dictates these decisions. 
Research Question Two   
Research question two was the only comparison that was made between the two 
responding entities.  The objective was to determine if there was any difference in the 
observations that were being made between agriculture/4-H agents and agriculture 
educators/young farmer advisors.  The data was analyzed based on the five-question category 





difference was found.  Of the five categories, the only significant statistical difference was with 
the agriculture educators/young farmer advisors witnessing animal welfare issues more 
frequently.  The majority of these questions were adapted from previous surveys that were 
conducted by Nestor (2001) and Akrom (et al., 2009).  Very similar to the findings of Nestor and 
Ankrom, this study revealed that Georgia agriculture/4-H agents and agriculture educators/young 
farmer advisors more frequently observe potential unethical practices involving adults.  It was 
observed that parents, teachers/agents, and professionals are involved in preparing animals for 
show, while the student who owns the project is not involved.  Furthermore, all three studies 
found that students are not as involved in caring for the animals based on the finding that 
students know very little about their project.   
 The combination of these two research questions allows for a conclusion to be reached 
regarding the ethical nature of youth livestock projects.  Knowing the most frequently observed 
practices, while also identifying the ethical leadership style of the respondents allows for 
educational opportunities to be put in place that address the issues that were observed. Also, 
informing agriculture/4-H agents and agriculture educators/young farmer advisors that measures 
should be taken to enforce the rules and regulations that pertain to youth livestock projects 
because it is a duty that pertains to their role as the supervisor. 
Discussion 
 Focusing on the ethical leadership style of the respondents, it can be concluded that a vast 
majority of those employed in the state of Georgia as an agriculture/4-H agent or an agriculture 
educator/young farmer advisor relate to primarily to “Duty Ethics”.  Northouse (2018) states that 
those relating to “Duty Ethics” would be inclined to be more duty driven in leadership over 





welfare.  Furthermore, both responding entities observed similar observations while supervising 
youth livestock projects.  This provides evidence that what is being observed is more likely to be 
factual, versus if the two occupations were observing differing practices.  Similar to the previous 
studies conducted in other states, this one found that Georgia respondents also noticed the 
involvement of adults in the youth livestock projects.  With the scope and necessary efforts to be 
involved in youth livestock projects, the exhibitors have to have the assistance of adults in the 
project.  Though there are certain observations that are made suggesting over involvement on 
behalf of the adults involved.  
 As stated, the majority of those charged with supervising youth livestock projects relate 
to the “Duty” ethical leadership style.  Keeping in mind the survey was self-assessed; we can 
conclude that the majority of those in these positions will do what is expected of them in regards 
to their occupation.  Further education and training of those involved in youth livestock projects 
can use this data to develop educational resources and opportunities.  This distinction in the data 
can potentially shape and development the training, education, rules, and policies moving 
forward for those involved in youth livestock projects in the state of Georgia. 
Practical Significance 
 A null hypothesis was taken regarding the research questions of this study.  With the 
comparison being made regarding the ethical leadership style of the respondents, this study 
allowed us to understand from which perspective the respondents relate to.   It was thought that 
there would not be a significant statistical difference amongst the observations of the respondents 
and the data that was reported supported this in four of the five categories.  Animal welfare 
issues were the only category reporting a statistical difference.  The only Agriculture/4-H agents, 





regarding youth livestock projects.  The data that is reported is applicable from the standpoint the 
ethical observations that are reported were consistent amongst the respondents.  It allows for 
these issues to be addressed if the leadership of these supporting organizations deems it 
necessary.  Furthermore, the ethical leadership style of the respondents will allow the leadership 
of the supporting organizations better equip the supervisors of the projects so that these 
individuals know that it is part of the duty of their occupation to uphold the ethical standards set 
forth by the Georgia Junior National Livestock Show Rules and Regulations.   
 The Georgia Agriculture Education Staff works in conjunction with Georgia 4-H and 
Extension to host the major livestock events for the students of state.  This data provides factual 
information that can allow these two entities to address concerns and issues within the youth 
livestock competitions.   
P-20 Implications 
 Georgia Agriculture Extension, along with Georgia Agriculture Education have entities 
that cater to the adult population and the continual learning that is necessary to be successful in 
their respective agricultural ventures.  Both of these organizations foster practical, hands on 
education and one way of doing this is through youth livestock projects.  The lessons that are 
learned through this project can lay the foundation for hardworking, responsible, dedicated, and 
honest adult agriculturists.  This study was conducted to evaluate the ethical nature of the youth 
livestock project through the perspective of those charged with supervising these projects.  
Ensuring that this youth project is done with honesty and integrity better equips the students 
involved to be more successful in their future agriculture endeavors and also future learning 





 It has been made clear that the ethical leadership style of those charged with supervising 
youth livestock projects relates to “Duty” ethics.  This ethical leadership style suggests that the 
respondent will do what is required of them regarding their occupation.  On a larger scale we can 
assume that when individuals are more inclined to do what is required of them, individuals will 
do just that.  This, along with the observational data that was gained, educational resources and 
professional development can be implemented in a way that encourages an ethical improvement 
in the youth livestock programs.   
 The thought process that Americans are becoming further and further removed from their 
food supply is a true statement, and though this study does not particularly address this scenario, 
an assumption can be made that consumers will continue the trend of removing themselves from 
their food and fiber sources.  The integrity of agriculture education and agriculture extension is 
imperative in educating and informing the general public.  Those involved in agriculture 
educational opportunities will continue to be more diverse and the ethical nature of educational 
opportunities is imperative to the success of all involved. 
Limitations of Study 
 Some of the limiting factors in this study would include the number of agriculture/4-H 
agents involved in the study, the respondents being limited to the state of Georgia and the survey 
being self-assessed by the respondents.  The potential for respondents to respond in a manner 
that would portray themselves in a positive light exists considering the survey was self-assessed.  
The thought process that a person would do what is right can potentially be easier to answer on a 
questionnaire versus what may actually take place when the respondent is put into that particular 
situation.   An approved list of agriculture/4-H agents was given to be contacted for the purpose 





educator and young farmer advisor was afforded the opportunity to participate in the survey.  
Though the intent was to avoid a comparison of the two responding parties, parts of this study 
required such.  It should be emphasized that this study was not meant for a full-scale comparison 
of the agriculture/4-H agents and agriculture educators/young farmer advisors, rather an 
evaluation of the two.  No area of the country would conduct livestock shows in the exact same 
manner, even though most are very similar.  The surveyed population only included respondents 
from Georgia and limited the scope in which this research has entailed.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
 It is the hopes of this foundational study that this survey and the data analysis instruments 
used will allow further research to be conducted.  This instrument is the first of its kind to 
include the ethical leadership perspective with unethical youth livestock practice observations.  
This survey and the data collected is a foundation to be built upon for future study.  To gain a 
more comprehensive perspective of the ethical issues involved in youth livestock project, this 
researcher suggests broadening the surveyed population to incorporate more of the states in our 
country.  Furthermore, utilizing more of the demographical data to explore possible indicators of 
what certain populations observe when involved in youth livestock shows.  Certain 
demographical data can be utilized to determine if certain populations are witnessing certain 
observations at different frequencies.  The use of years’ experience and age would be examples 
of ways to create a correlation and comparison of what is being observed and by whom.  This 
has the potential to show greater significance once geographical locations are included in the 
study.  The survey revealed that unethical practices are being practiced in youth livestock 
projects, and further research can assist in determining the why there is a significant statistical 
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1504 550 510 
  
1991 504 
   
1869 664 442 
  
1992 344 
   
1948 954 381 
  
1993 520 
   
1838 864 412 
  
1994 623 
   












2384 609 470 
  
1997 788 82 69 
 
2281 553 459 
  
1998 739 167 57 
 
2297 516 478 
  
1999 728 261 56 
 
2070 548 421 
  
2000 723 289 82 
 
1850 523 401 
  
2001 761 336 109 
 
1887 521 396 
  
2002 803 359 91 
 
1885 530 383 
  
2003 923 319 113 
 
1919 528 383 
  
2004 905 280 96 
 
1966 452 393 
  
2005 898 300 95 
 
2014 524 413 
  
2006 900 311 118 321 1955 464 414 
  
2007 921 307 111 404 1953 444 415 
  
2008 903 304 162 582 1973 500 396 
  
2009 805 283 133 758 1835 418 364   
2010 732 307 134 946 1932 378 324 
  
2011 683 328 150 1061 2007 345 335 
  
2012 644 340 116 1129 2006 316 308   
2013 608 355 100 1102 2058 318 266   
2014 535 389 139 1050 1992 312 252   
2015 508 387 128 1013 1977 343 203   
2016 549 373 115 920 2125 300 195   
2017 587 338 120 966 2104 341 188  207 
2018 588 303 186* 842 2066 407 186  218 
2019 584 278 190 823 2072* 413 201  234 
2020 564 300 229  2047  186 33 300 
 



























2012 465 275 62 568 1179 139 273  
 
2013 430 271 49 571 1232 142 232  
 
2014 380 296 74 536 1214 133 216  
 






2016 363 296 64 481 1296 148 163  116 
2017 390 260 66 517 1259 156 155  139 
2018 373 239 109 458 1208 174 158  143 
2019 347 231 96 452 1178 174 163  156 




























































































































































































































































Perceptions of Unethical Practices Witnessed by Agriculture Educators and Agriculture/4-
H Agents at Georgia Junior Livestock Events 
Questions: 
-Indicate which occupation title you hold: 
-Do you supervise youth livestock projects and/or attend youth livestock shows? 
 
Animal Welfare Issues: 
Please use the following rules from the Georgia National Junior Livestock Show Rule Book as a 
reference for the following questions. 
-Any animal exhibiting signs of an infectious or contagious disease/condition/sickness 
(confirmed by an on-site, designated veterinary individual) must be removed from the barn (and 
tie-out area) and will be removed from all competitive classes. 
-Failure to properly care for animals while at the show grounds. (Proper care includes feeding, 
bedding, and handling deemed appropriate by show species committee and veterinarian, if 
needed.)  
-Inhumane or abusive treatment of animals may result in disqualification at the discretion of the 
show management and/or judges. 
Please indicate the number that corresponds with the observation of the occurrences of the 
practices below. 
1. Never Observed 
2. Very Seldom Observed 
3. Occasionally Observed 
4. Frequently Observed 
 
-Have you witnessed sedative type drugs being used? 
-Have you witnessed animals being neglected in the heat or without water? 
-Have you witnessed the restrictive feeding of an animal? 





-Have you witnessed teachers or agents allowing a diseased animal in the show? 
-Have you witnessed the abuse or hitting of uncooperative animals during or after the show? 
-Have you witnessed the shrinking of fully grown animals so that they would make weight? 
(Shrinking example: utilizing weight loss techniques excessively) 
-Have you witnessed animals standing on stands or in chutes for unnecessary amounts of time? 
(Unnecessary amount of time example: the point in which the animal is caused stress after being 
prepared for show) 
-Have you witnessed extreme tail docking? 
-Have you witnessed an exhibitor pulling a goat or lamb's head in the air to the point it leaves the 
ground after being instructed not to? 
-Have you witnessed running animals that are too heavy so that they make weight? 
 
Animal Preparation Practices 
Please use the following rules from the Georgia National Junior Livestock Show Rule Book as a 
reference for the following questions. 
-No painting of lambs is allowed 
-Force filling of cattle with any substance, water included, is prohibited. This includes use of 
pumps, drenches, tubes, hoses, etc. All cattle must be shown in their natural conformation and 
structure without alteration by modification except for the grooming and treatment of the hair 
and trimming of the hooves. No graphite, hair, cotton twine, etc. may be applied. 
Please indicate the number that corresponds with the observation of the occurrences of the 
practices below. 
1. Never Observed 
2. Very Seldom Observed 
3. Occasionally Observed 
4. Frequently Observed 
-How often have you witnessed the alteration of hooves, hair, or skin other than what is allowed 
by the Georgia Junior National Livestock Show Rule Book? 





-How often have you witnessed the altering of hair color other than what is allowed by the 
Georgia Junior National Livestock Show Rule Book? 
-How often have you witnessed parents, teachers, or agents preparing animals for the show 
without any involvement from the student? 
-How often have you witnessed professionals preparing animals for the show without any 
involvement from the student? 
-How often have you witnessed the use of false hair to improve the confirmation of an animal? 
(False hair example: any hair or hair like objects that are added to the animal) 
 
Potential Fraudulent Practices 
Please use the following rules from the Georgia National Junior Livestock Show Rule Book as a 
reference for the following questions. 
-All exhibitors must maintain continuous full ownership, possession and provide primary care 
for their animal project from the time of entry until show day. THE ANIMAL CANNOT BE 
SHOWN IN ANY SHOW OR PLACE IN ANY OTHER NAME OTHER THAN THE 
EXHIBITOR'S FROM TIME OF ENTRY TO DATE OF SHOW. 
-Swapping (exchanging) any animal after it is officially entered (according to entry deadline) as 
rules apply to that particular show. 
Please indicate the number that corresponds with the observation of the occurrences of the 
practices below. 
1. Never Observed 
2. Very Seldom Observed 
3. Occasionally Observed 
4. Frequently Observed 
-How often have you witnessed exhibitors showing animals in which they do not own? 
-How often have you witnessed exhibitors switching animals after the deadline for the show? 
-How often have you witnessed exhibitors exhibiting a project that they had not previously cared 
for? (Ex. animal is kept by the breeder or another adult) 





-How often have you witnessed an animal being switched after check in? 
 
Deceptive Show Practices 
Please use the following rules from the Georgia National Junior Livestock Show Rule Book as a 
reference for the following questions. 
ANY OF THE FOLLOWING VIOLATIONS WILL AUTOMATICALLY RESULT IN 
DISQUALIFICATION.  
-Misrepresenting the age of the animal for the class in which it is shown. 
-Surgery of any kind performed to change the natural contour or appearance of the animal's body 
or hide other than surgical dehorning. 
-Insertion of foreign material under the skin other than registered approved growth implants. 
-Minimizing the effect of unsoundness by feeding or injecting drugs, depressants, or applying 
packs or using any artificial contrivance or therapeutic treatment except normal exercise. 
-Any entry may be mouthed for age and must have their milk teeth. 
Please indicate the number that corresponds with the observation of the occurrences of the 
practices below. 
1. Never Observed 
2. Very Seldom Observed 
3. Occasionally Observed 
4. Frequently Observed 
-How often have you witnessed the force filling of animals other than what is permitted by the 
Georgia Junior Livestock Show Rule Book? 
-How often have you witnessed steroid or other drug use to improve the confirmation of the 
animal? 
-How often have you witnessed fluids such as mineral or vegetable oil under the skin to improve 
confirmation? 






-How often have you observed an exhibitor's project being tampered with by a person with ill 
intent? 
-How often have you witnessed the altering of an animal’s age or breed to gain a competitive 
advantage? 
-How often have you witnessed cosmetic surgical alteration other than what is permitted by the 
Georgia Junior National Livestock Show Rule Book? 
-How often have you witnessed the use of drugs or other substances to hide soundness issues in 
the animal? 
 
Inappropriate Youth and Adult Behaviors 
 Please use the following rules from the Georgia National Junior Livestock Show Rule Book as a 
reference for the following questions. 
-Direct criticism or interference with the judge, fair or livestock show management, other 
exhibitors, breed representatives, or show officials before, during, or after the competitive event 
is prohibited. In furtherance of their official duty, all judges, fair and livestock show 
management shall be treated with courtesy, cooperation and respect and no person shall direct 
abusive or threatening conduct toward them. 
-Only one parent, agent/teacher, immediate family member or another exhibitor will be allowed 
in the make-up area with the exhibitor during the Market Beef Show. 
-Only one parent, agent/teacher, immediate family member or another exhibitor will be allowed 
in the make-up area with the exhibitor during the heifer show.  
-Only show officials and exhibitors are allowed in the show ring. 
Please indicate the number that corresponds with the observation of the occurrences of the 
practices below. 
1. Never Observed 
2. Very Seldom Observed 
3. Occasionally Observed 
4. Frequently Observed 
-How often do you witness adults and youth questioning the integrity of the judge? 





-How often do you observe favoritism on behalf of a teacher or agent toward certain students? 
-How often do you observe youth that know very little about their project? (Ex. diet, cost, 
medication) 
-How often have you witnessed parents paying extreme prices for livestock to the point that it no 
longer serves as an educational opportunity for the student? 
 
Leadership Style Questionnaire 
The following questionnaire was created by Peter Northouse   
Responses include: 
I would do what is right 
I would do what benefits the most people 
I would do what a good person would do 
I would do what shows that I care about my relationships 
I would do what benefits me the most 
I would do what is fair 
 
-You are a leader of a manufacturing team and learn that your employees are falsifying product 
quality results to sell more products.  If you report the matter, most of them will lose their jobs, 
you may lose your job, and your company will take a significant hit to its reputation.  What do 
you do in this situation? 
-You have an employee who has been having performance problems, which is making it hard for 
your group to meet its work quota.  This person was recommended to you as a solid performer.  
You now believe the person's former manager had problems with the employee and just wanted 
to get rid of the person.  If you give the under-performing employee a good recommendation, 
leaving out the performance problems, you will have an opportunity to pass the employee off to 
another group.  What would you do in this situation? 
-Your team is hard-pressed to complete a critical project.  You hear about a job opening that 
would be much better for one of your key employees' career.  If this individual leaves the team, it 





-An employee of yours has a child with a serious illness and is having trouble fulfilling 
obligations at work.  You learn form your administrative assistant that this employee claimed 40 
hours on a time sheet for a week when the employee actually only worked 30 hours.  What 
would you do it this situation? 
-You are a manager, and some of your employees can finish their quotas in much less than the 
allotted time to do so.  If upper management becomes aware of this, they will want you to 
increase the quotas.  Some of your employees are unable to meet their current quotas.  What 
would you do in this situation? 
-You are an organization's chief financial officer and you are aware that the chief executive 
officer and other members of the senior leadership team want to provide exaggerated financial 
information to keep the company's stock price high.  The entire senior management team holds 
significant stock positions.  What would you do in this situation? 
-Two new employees have joined your accounting team right out of school.  They are regularly 
found surfing the internet or texting on their phones.  Your accounting work regularly requires 
overtime at the end of the month to get financial reports completed.  These employees refuse to 
do any overtime, which shifts work to other team members.  The other team members are getting 
resentful and upset.  What would you do in this situation? 
-You are a director of a neighborhood food cooperative.  A member- a single parent with four 
children- is caught shoplifting $30 in groceries from the co-op.  You suspect this person has been 
stealing for years.  You consider pressing charges.  What would you do in this situation? 
-You have been accused of discriminating against a particular gender in your hiring practices.  A 
new position opens up, and you could hire a candidate of the gender you've been accused of 
discriminating against over a candidate of another gender, even though the latter candidate has 
slightly better qualifications.  Hiring the former candidate would let you address this accusation 
and improve your reputation in the company.  What would you do in this situation? 
-You are a professor.  One of your best students buys an essay online and turns it in for a grade.  
Later in the term, the student begins to feel guilty and confesses to you that the paper was 
purchased.  It is the norm at the university to fail a student guilty of plagiarism.  You must decide 
if you will flunk the student.  What would you do in this situation? 
 
General Demographic Section 
-Gender 
-Age 





-In which district or region do you work? 
-How would you describe the area you work? 
-What species of livestock do you most commonly supervise? 
 
 
